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By Mr. SUTHERLAND : Papers to accompany a bill granting
an increase of pension to Levi Morris; to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

Also, papers to accompany a bill granting a pension to John
B. Raines; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. WILLIAMS; Petitions of sundry citizens of Illinols
relative to House joint resolution 282, to investigate claims of
Dr. F. A. Cook to be discoverer of the North Pole; to the Com-
mittee on Naval Affairs,

Also, petition of officers of Local Union No. 598, United Mine
Workers of America, of Lincoln, Ill, favoring clause exempting
labor unions, ete., of the Clayton antitrust bill; to the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary.

SENATE.
Wepxespay, August 19, 1914,

Tev. J. L. Kibler, D. D., of the city of Washington, offered the
following prayer:

Our heavenly Father, we can not be indifferent to the con-
fusion of the world. While we enjoy the peace and prosperity
of our own beloved land we ean not but be reminded of the fear-
ful consequences and widespread desolation that must follow
the conflict across the seas. We lift our hearts to Thee for those
nations involved. We pray especially for those who must bear
the brunt of the struggle. Grant a speedy and permanent set-
tlement of their difficnlties in the way that Thou shalt choose.
Unite the interests of men, and hasten the glad era of peace
and sympathy and brotherhood, when men “shall beat their
swords into plowshares and their spears into pruning hooks,
and nation shall not lift up the sword against nation, neither
ghall they learn war any more.” We plead for this in the name
of the Prince of Peace. Amen.

The Secretary proceeded tr read the Journal of the proceed-
ings of the legislative day of Tuesday, August 11, 1914, when, on
request of Mr. Braxpecee and by unanimous consent, the fur-
ther reading was digpensed with and the Journal was approved.

DEATH OF MRS, WOODROW WILSON.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair has received a card
from the President addressed to the Members of the Senate of
the United States, which will be read.

The Secretary read as follows:

The President and the members of his family greatly appreciate your
gift oihﬂowers and wish to express their sincere gratitude for your
sympathy.

RIVER AND HARBOE IMPROVEMENTS (8. DOC. No. 565).

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a communi-
cation from the Secretary of War, transmitting, in response
to a resolution of the Tth instant, information relative to the
aggregate amount of money required for the proper mainte-
nance of existing river and harbor projects for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1915, ete., which, on motion of Mr. BUrToxN, was
ordered to lie on the table and be printed.

TRANSFER OF VESSELS FROM COASTWISE TRADE.

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a communica-
tion from the Secretary of Commerce, transmitting, in response
to a resolution of the 4th instant, a copy of a letter and in-
closure from the collector of customs at Philadelphia and of a
telegram from the collector of customs at New York, giving
further information as to the coastwise vessels available for
foreign trade, which, with the accompanying papers, was or-
dered to lie on the table.

He also Inid before the Senate a communication from the
Secretary of Commerce, transmitting, in further response to a
resolution of the 4th instant, an additional telegram from the
collector of customs, San Francisco, Cal., and a copy of an addi:
tional letter from the collector of customs, New York City,
N. Y., together with an inclosed letter of the A. H. Bull Steam-
ship Co., relative to vessels now in the coastwise trade which
the owners would use in over-sea foreign trade in the present
emergency, which, with the accompanying papers, was ordered
to lie on the table.

GENERAL EDUCATION BOARD AND CARNEGIE FOUNDATION.

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a communica-
tion from the Postmaster General, stating, in response to a
resolution of the 5th instant, that no employees of the Post
Office Department are paid salaries in whole or in part out of
funds contributed by the General BEduecation Board of the
Rockefeller Foundation and the Carnegie Foundation, which
was ordered to lie on the table.

He also laid before the Senate a communication from the
Secretary of Agriculture, stating, in response to a resolution
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of the 5th instant, that there are no employees in the Depart-
ment of Agriculture whose salaries are paid in whole or in part
with funds contributed by the Rockefeller Foundation or the
Carnegie Foundation, which was ordered to lie on the table.

He also laid before the Senate a communication from the
Secretary of Commerce, stating, in response to a resolution of
the 5th instant, that no persons in the Department of Commerce
are paid in whole or in part with funds contributed by either
the General Education Board of the Rockefeller Foundation
orblthe Carnegie Foundation, which was ordered to lie on the
table.

He also laid before the Senate a communication from the
Secretary of Labor, stating, in response to a resolution of the
5th instant, that the Department of Labor has no relations
whatever with the organizations known as the General Educa-
tion Board of the Rockefeller Foundation and the Carnegie
Foundation, and that no persons in that department are paid
in whole or in part with funds contributed by either of these
foundations, which was ordered to lie on the table.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE.

A message from the House of Representatives, by J. C. South,
its Chief Clerk, announced that the House had passed the bill
(8. 6116) to amend section 195 of the act entitled “An act to
codify, revise, and amend the laws relating to the judiclary,”
approved March 3, 1911.

ENROLLED EILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION BIGNED.

The message also announced that the Speaker of the flouse
had signed the following enrelled bills and joint resolution,
and they were thereupon signed by the Vice President:

8.654. An act ‘o accept the cession by the State of Montana
of exclusive jurisdiction over the lands embraced within the
Glacier National Park, and for other purposes;

8.5108. An act to reserve certain lands and to incorporate
the same and make them a part of the Pike National Forest;
and

8. J. Res. 178, Joint resolution granting authority to the
American Red Cross to charter a ship or ships of foreign regis-
ter for the transportation of nurses and supplies and for all
uses in connection with the work of that society.

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS.

The VICE PRESIDENT presented petitions of sundry eciti-
zens of South Norwalk, Conn., Washington, D. C., and Ness
City, Kans., praying for national prohibition, which were re-
ferred to the Committee on the Judiciary.

He also presented petitions of sundry citizens of Keota and
Odebolt, in the State of Iowa; of East Liverpool and Attica, in
the State of Ohio; and of Oakland, Cal, Francesville, Ind.,
Alton, Ill., and Gainesville, Mo., praying for the adopiion of
an amendment to the Constitution to prohibit polygamy, which
were referred to the Committee on the Judiciary.

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming presented a petition of sundry citi-
zens of Douglas, Wyo., praying for national prohibition, which
was referred to the Committee on the Judiciary.

Mr. CULBERSON. I present a letter in the shape of a
petition and ask that it may be read.

There being no objection, the letter was read, as follows:

DaLras, Tex., August 15, 191},
Hon., CHARLES A. CULBERSON,
Washington, D. C.

Dear Sexator: Telegraphic advices announce President Wilson's
disapproval of the American bankers' plan to float loans for the bhene-
fit of belligerent countries of Europe. That Is good, and 1 hope his
views will prevail, :

Now, Indoce him to gz a step further and place an embargo on the
exportation of foodstuffs. You, of course, are fully apprised of the
enormous jump In prices of food commodities since August 1. There
have been no excessive exportations since August 1, consequently the
supply in the United States must be greater to-day than on August 1,
and yet prices are steadily advancing, and in advancing have cur-
tailed consumption, further augmenting the supply.

From my viewpoint this Government owes nothing to the foreign
nations, but everything to its own pco&:le. If ‘an embargo should
placed upon foodstufls, necessarily the firms who have gathered in the
outputs of the farmers will find themselves confronted with the
roposition to either hold it at a loss or sell at a fair profit. That
Ehey would unload, it scems a fair assumption, since the rate of In-
terest having also advanced they will find themselves unable to cope
with an embargo and the dearer mum:.iy‘ b=l

In this connection, if you will pardon the suggestion, while the Re-
serve Board and the Treasury are making every effort to furnish bank-
ers of the country with money, they should also determine the maxi-
mum rate of interest it should be let at. Already the bankers in the
large cities have raised the rate from 5 per cent to T4 and 8 per cent.
The bankers of Texas, so far as I understand, are holding to their
normal rates. How long, though, they ean withstand the position
taken by the northern and eastern bankers is to be determined. it
would be safe to conjecture, however, that as. a mere matter of pro-
tection to themselves from overdemands they, too, will have to raise
their rates. Whatever the case, the fact remains that it is an iIn-
justice to the very class the Government is seeking to aid—the pro-
dueing class and the commercial interests dependent upon it.
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With Government money at 2 per cent; secured with commereial paper
at 75 per cent of Its par value and reloaned at 6 and 8 per cent, or
even better, we have a Bﬁrnmldmg process, and it is wrong.

The iuabilitf' of the Bouth to export its cotton as under ordinary eir-
cumstances will throw perhaps 7,000,000 bales on the country as a
surplus, which surplus will unquestionably establish the price and value
of the rest, to further depress the value of next year's crop. The South,
therefore, will dzet approximately 50 per cent for Its output, or, In
other words, will receive a depreciated dollar, and, In addition, unless
the exportation of foodstuffs is stopped and high prices are chec‘:ed. she
will pay 25 to 334 per cent more for her provisions and be wo all
along the line, for her dollar under such adjustment will purchase about
35 per cent of commodities as under the conditions prior to the foreign
war. .

There is absolutely no sound reason why prices of commodities should
advance, It i3 one of those unhappy * psychological ” displays of man’'s
greed which needs to be flattened out quickly.

I submit this for whatever consideration you may deem it worth,

Believe me, sir,

Yours, most obediently, JoHN BEVIER ALDEHOFF.

Mr. GRONNA presented petitions of sundry citizens of Het-
tinger, Rudser, and Napoleon, all in the State of North Dakota,
praying for national prohibition, which were referred to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

Mr. BRANDEGEE presented petitions of the Foreign Mis-
slonary Society, the Woman’s Home Missionary Soclety, and the
Methodist Camp Meeting, of Plainville, Conn., and of the Metho-
dist Episcopal Society and of the Baptist Society of Bantam,
Conn., praying for national prohibition, which were referred to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

Mr. SMOOT. I received this morning from Philadelphia a
telegram from the National Association of Retail Druggists in
relation to House bill 6282. T ask that it may be read.

There being no objection, the telegram was read and ordered
to lie on the table, as follows:

PHILADELPHIA, PA., August 18, 191},
Hon. REep Smoor,

United States Benate, Washington, D, O.:

The National Association of Retail Druggists, in convention assembled,
protests against the enactment into law of House bill 6282 In its pres-
ent form. We approve vour protest against withdrawing the words on
page 5, after line 2, by which exemption is granted to gicians, den-
tists, and veterinarians. We most emphatically declare that in its pres-
ent form the bill is misleading and will not to any material extent
remedy the evils at which it is almed. We urgently request that the
Senate recall the bill and place all distributers of narecotics on an eq‘lllal
basis, and not allow the American people to be humbugged with such a
bill as the present is.

THE NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF RETAIL DRUGGISTS.

Mr. CUMMINS. T present a petition signed by many hun-
dreds of the citizens of my State, praying Congress to give Dr.
Frederick A. Cook an opportunity to prove that he discovered
the North Pole, and, upon proof of that fact, to extend to him a
proper and suitable recognition. I move that the petition be
referred to the Committee on the Library.

The motion was agreed to.

Mr. THOMPSON presented petitions of sundry citizens of
Everest, Troy, Salina, Norton, Formoso, Osborne, Colby, Wal-
lace, Belleville, Selden, and Mankato, all in the State of Kan-
sas, praying for national prohibition, which were referred to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

Mr. HITCHCOCK presented a petition of the Grain Exchange
of Omaha, Nebr.,, praying for the enactment of legislation to
admit foreign-built and foreign-manned vessels to American
registry, which was ordered to lie on the table.

He also presented a petition of sundry ecitizens of North
Platte, Nebr., praying for the adoption of an amendment to the
Constitution to grant the right of suffrage to women, which
was ordered to lie on the table,

I’e also presented a memorial of the Commercial Club of
Omaha, Nebr., remonstrating against the passage of the so-
called Clayton antitrust bill, which was ordered to lie on the
table,

He also presented a petition of Local Union No. 120, Inter-
national Brotherhood of Bookbinders, of Lincoln, Nebr., and a
petition of Local Union No. 57, International Brotherhood of
Bookbinders, of Omaha, Nebr., praying for the passage of the
so-called Clayton antitrust bill, which were ordered to lie on
the table.

Mr. BURLEIGH presented a petition of sundry citizens of
Waldo, Me., praying for national prohibition, which was re-
ferred to the Committee on the Judiciary. -

Mr. PERKINS presented memorials of sundry citizens of
San Francisco, Cal.,, remonstrating against the passage of the
Clayton antitrust bill, which were ordered to lie on the table.

He also presented petitions of sundry citizens of Clovis and
Mount Hermon, in the State of California, praying for the en-
actment of legislation to provide Federal censorship of motion
pictures, which were referred to the Committee on Education
and Labor.

He also presented petitions of the Chamber of Commerce of
San Bernardino, Cal, praying that Congress obtain control of

the Colorado River to prevent overflow of the Imperial and
Yuma Valley lands, which were referred to the Committee on
Irrigation and Reclamation of Arid Lands.

Mr. THORNTON presented petitions of sundry citizens of
Louisiana, praying for the passage of the river and harbor bill,
which were ordered to lie on the table.

Mr. SHIVELY presented petitions of J. N. Johnson, prin-
cipal of the Columbian School, and D. P. Barngrover, prin-
cipal of the Meridian School, and of 118 other citizens of
Kokomo, Ind., praying for the enactment of legislation looking
to the adjustment of the contention for the discovery of the
North Pole, which were referred to the Committee on the
Library.

He also presented the memorials of August Haller, Henry
Grimm, Henry J. Wolf, and 10 other citizens of Evansville, Ind.,
remonstrating against national prohibition, which were referred
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

Mr, WILLIAMS presented a petition of the Chamber of
Commerce of Greenville, Miss, praying for the enactment of
legislation to. provide financial assistance to the cotton growers
of the country, which was referred to the Committee on Agri-
cultore and Forestry.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES.

Mr. BRADY, from the Committee on Public Buildings and
Grounds, to which was referred the bill (S. 4920) to increase
the cost of construction of Federal building at Poecatello, Idaho,
reported it without amendment and submitted a report (No.
754) thereon.

Mr. MYERS, from the Committee on Indian Affairs, to which
was recommitted the bill (S. 647) to amend an act entitled
“An act for the survey and allotment of lands now embraced
within the limits of the Flathead Indian Reservation, in the
State of Montana, and the sale and disposal of all surplus
lands after allotment,” approved April 23, 1904 (33 Stat. L., p.
302), as amended by the act of March 3, 1909 (35 Stat. L., p.
796), reported it with an amendment and submitted a report
(No. 750) thereon.

He also, from the Committee on Public Lands, to which were
referred the following bills, reported them severally without
amendment and submitted reports thereon:

8.06202. An act to repeal an act entitled “An act to amend
section 3 of the act of Congress of May 1, 1888, and extend
the provisions of section 2301 of the Revised Statutes of the
United States to certain lands in the State of Montana em-
braced within the provisions of said act, and for other pur-
poses" (Rept. No. T63) ;

H. R.11840. An act for the relief of R. G. Arrington (Rept.
No. 751) ; and

H.R.16296. An act to provide for issuing of patents for
public lands claimed under the homestead laws by deserted
wives (Rept. No. 752).

CATCHING OF WHALES IN ALASKAN WATERS,

Mr, THORNTON. On behalf of the Committee on Fisheries,
I ask to have taken from the calendar Order of Business 5S4,
being the bill (8. 5283) to regulate the catching of whales in
the waters of the Territory of Alaska, and that the bill be
recommitted to the Committee on Fisheries.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, the bill will be
recommitted to the Committee on Fisheries.

FORT BRIDGEE MILITARY RESERVATION, WYO,

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. From the Committee on Public
Lands I report back favorably without amendment the bill
(H. R. 92) to extend the general land laws to the former Fort
Bridger Military Reservation in Wyoming, and I submit a re-
port (No. T55) thereon. It is a very short bill and entirely
local in its application, and I ask for its immediate considera-
tion.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the present
congideration of the bill?

There being no objection, the bill was considered as in Com-
mittee of the Whole. .

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or-
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed.

LAWS OF ALASKA,

Mr. PITTMAN. From the Committee on Territories I report
back favorably without amendment the bill (H. R. 11740) to
amend an act entitled “An act creating a legislative assembly
in the Territory of Alaska and conferring legislative power
thereon, and for other purposes,” approved August 24, 1912, and
I submit a report (No. 749) thereon. I ask unanimous consent
for the present consideration of the bill.

Mr, SMOOT. Let the bill be reported.
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The Secretary read the bill; and there being no objection, the
Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, proceeded to its consid-
eration. It provides that nothing in that act of Congress en-
titled “An act creating a legislative assembly in the Territory
of Alaska and conferring legislative power thereon, and for
other purpoeses,” approved Angust 24, 1912, shall be so construed
as to prevent the courts now existing or that may be hereafter
created in said Territory from enforcing within their respective
jurisdietions all laws passed by the legislature within the power
conferred upon it, the same as if such laws were passed by
Congress, nor to prevent the legislature passing laws imposing
additionnl duties, not inconsistent with the present duties of
their respective  offices, npon the governor, marshals, deputy
marshals, clerks of the distriet courts, and United States com-
missioners acting as justices of the peace, judges of probate
courts, recorders, and coroners, and providing the necessary ex-
penses of performing such duties, and in the prosecuting of all
crimes denounced by Territorial laws the costs shall be paid
the same as is now or may hereafter be provided by act of Con-
gress providing for the prosecution of criminal offenses in said
Territory, except that in prosecutions growing out of any reve-
nue law passed by the legislature the costs shail be paid as in
civil actions and such prosecutions shall be in the name of the
Territory.

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or-
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed.

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS INTRODUCED.

Bills and joint resolutions were introduced, read the first
time, and, by unanimous consenf, the second time, and referred
as follows:

By Mr. RANSDELL:

A bill (8. 6340) for the relief of James M. Morgan; to the
Committee on Claims.

By Mr. LEA of Tennessee:

A bill (8. 6342) to appropriate $10.000 to build a hotel at
Shiloh National Military Park, in the State of Tennessee; and

A bill (8. 6343) for the relief of John Patrick; to the Com-
mitiee on Military Affairs.

A bill (8. 6344) for the relief of George Braden (with accom-
panying papers) ; to the Committee on Claims.

A bill (8. 6345) granting an increase of -pension to Augustus
Joyeux ; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. WALSH :

A bill (8. 0346) granting a pension to John W. Stults (with
accompanying papers) ; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. MYERS:

A bill (8. 6347) granting a pension to Edward J. Gainan;
to the Committee on Pensions,

By Mr. SHAFROTH ;

A Dbill (8. 6348) for the relief of certain desert-land entry-
men ; to the Committee on Public Lands.

A bill (8. 6349) to make the Federal reserve notes issued by
the United States full legal tender for the payment of all debts,
public and private; to the Committee on Banking and Cuarrency.

A bill (8. 6350) granting an increase of pension to Elizabeth
Scott; to the Committee on Pensions,

By Mr. STERLING :

A bill (8. 6351) granting an increase of pension to George H.
Lewis; to the Committee on Pensions. y

By Mr. KENYON:

A bill (8. 6352) granting an increase of pension to James M.
Tackett: to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. HOLLIS:

A bill (8. 6353) granting an increase of pension to Albert F\.
Wright (with accompanying papers); to the Committee on
Pensions.

By Mr. BURLEIGH:

MA bill (8. 6354) granting an increase of peusion to Hester
orse;

A bill (B. 6355) granting an increase of pension to Frank 8.
Milcham ; and

A bill (8. 6356) granting an increase of pension to David AL
Hilton; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr, LIPPITT :

A bill (8. 6358) granting an increase of pension to Mary T.
Ryan; to the Committee on Pensions,

By Mr. CHAMBERLAIN :

A joint resolution (8. J. Res. 182) to appropriate $6.000 to
defray the expenses of the United States rifle tedim to the Pan-
American shooting tournament at Lima, Peru, December 9 to 24,
1914 ; to the Committee on Military Affairs,

By Mr. SHEPPARD :

A joint resolution (8. J, Res. 183) for control and distribution
of the flood waters of the Rlo Grande; to the Committee on Trri-
gation and Reclamation of Arid Lands,

@RATN "WAREHOUSES.
Mr. GORE. T introduce a bill to authorize the Secretary of

Agriculture to license grain warehouses, and for other purposes.

I desire to call the attention of Senators from grain-growing
and grain-marketing States to this measure, and ask them to
take it under consideration at once, -

The bill (8. 6339) to authorize the Secretary of Agriculture
to license grain warehouses, and for other purposes, was read
twice by its title and referred to the Committee on Agriculture
and Forestry.

SALE OF EUROPEAN WAR BONDS.

Mr. HITCHCOCK. I desire to introduce a bill concerning the
reference of which I am in some doubt. If is a bill to prohibit
the sale or offering for sale or the purchase or delivery in the
United States of bonds or securities issued by Governments at
war and issned since the war began. I think i is important
that there shounld be some legislation on this subject, that the
matier should not be left to mere Executive discretion, and that
the United States should adopt a definite policy not only in the in-
terest of peace to supply no funds to countries at war while the
war is in progress, but also to keep at home the capital which may
otherwise be drained to foreign countries during a war. I shall
ask that the bill be referred to the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions, as it relates to meutrality.

The bill (8. 6341) to prohibit the sale in the United States
of certain bonds issned by foreign Governments engaged in war
was read twice by its title and referred to the Committee on
Foreign Relations,

BUREAU OF WAR RISK INSURANCE.

Mr. CLARKE of Arkansas. I ask to introdnce an emergency
bill, for the purpose of having it referred to the Committee on
Commerce. 1 also ask that it may be printed in the REcorp
without being rend.

The bill (8. 6357) to authorize the establishment of a burean
of war risk insurance in the Treasury Department was read
twice by its title and referred to ihe Committee on Commerce
and ordered to be printed in the Recorp, as follows:

A Dbill (8. 6357) to authorize the establishment of n burcau of war risk
insurance In the Treasury Department.

Whereas the foreign commerce of the United States is now greatly im-
peded and endangered through the absence of adequate facllities for
the insuramée of American vessels and their cargoes against the risks
of war; an N

Whereas ft is deemed necessary and expedient that the United States
shall temporarily provide for the export shipping trade of the United
States adequate facilities for the insurance of its commerce against
the risks of war: Therefore

Be it enacted, ete., That there is hereby established in the Treasury
Department a bureau to be known as the burean of war risk insurance,
the director and employees of which shall be appointed by the Secretary
of the Treasury; the salary of the director shall be $6,000 per annum,
and the salaries of the other employees shall be fixed fur the Secretary
of the Treasury, but In no case to excced $5,000 per annum for any
employee: Provided, That all employees receiving a salary of £3,000

r anoum or less shall be subject to the clvil-service laws and regu-
atlons thereunder.

Sec. 2. That the sald bureau of war risk' insurance, subject to the
general direction of the Secretary of the Treasury, shall, as soon as
practicable, make provislons for the insurance of American vessels, and
CRArgoes shfpped or to be shipped therein, against loss or dnmnie by the
risks of war. wherever it shall appear to the Secretary that American
vessels or shippers In American vessels are unable In any trade to se-
cure adeguate war-risk Insurance on terms of substantial equality with
the vessels or shi 8 of other countries beeause of the protection given
such vessels or shippers by thelr respective Governmentis through war-
risk Insurance,

SEge. 3. That the bureau of war risk insurance, with the approval of
the Secretary of the Treasury, is hereby authorized to adopt and pub-
lish a form of war-risk policy, and to fix reasonable rates of preminm
for the insurance of American vessels and thelr eargoes against war
risks. which rates shall be subjeet to such change, to each country
and for each class, as the Secretary shall find may be required by-the
circumstances, The proceeds of the aforesald premioms when re-
celved shall be cove into the Treasury of the United States.

Sec. 4. That the buorean of war risk insurance, with the approval
of the Secretary of the Treasury, shall have wer to make any and
glisrnles and regulations necessary for carrying our the purposes of

act.

Spc. 5. That the Secretary of the Treasury is authorized to estab-
lish an advisory board, to comsist of three members skilled In the
practices of war risk insurance, for the purpose of ﬂEE'Hlinﬁ the burean
of war risk insurance in fixing rates of premium and in a fualmcnt of
claims for losses; the compensation of the members of said board to
be determined by the Becretary of the Treasury. In the event of dlis-
agreement as to the "claim for losses, or amount thereof, between the
sald burean and the imrlies to such contraet of insucance, an action
on the claim may be brought agaionst the United States in the district
court of the United States, sitting in admiralty, in the district in
which the claimant or his agent may reside,

8uc. 6. That the director of the burean of war risk Insurance, upon
the adjnstment of any claims for lossecs in respect of which no action
shall have been begun, shall, on approval of the Hecretary of the
Treasury, promptly fp:geuuch claim for losses to the party in interest;
and the retary o Treasury is directed to make provision for the
speedy adjustment of claims for losses and also for the prompt notifl-
gfﬂtlion of parties in interest of the decisions of the burcau on thelr

ms,

. 7. That for the of paylng losses accrulng under the

Sec. the purpose
provisions of this act there 1s hereby appropriated, out of any money

S ot
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in the Treasury of the United States not otherwise appropriated, the
sum of $5,000,000,

BEC, 8. That there is herehy appropriated, for the purpose of defray-
ing the ex[w_nses of the establishment and maintenance of the burean of
wir risk insurance, out of any money In the Treasury of the United
Btates not otherwise appropriated, the sum of $100,000,

SEc. 9. That the President is authorized to suspend the operation of
this act whenever he shall find that the necessity for further war-risk
Insurance by the Government has ceased to exist.

See, 10, That this act shall take effect from and after its passage.

PROPOSED ANTITRUST LEGISLATION,

Mr. KENYON submitted an amendment intended to be pro-
posed by him to the bill (H. RR. 15657) to supplement existing
Iaws against unlawful restraints and monopolies, and for other
purpeses, which was ordered to lie on the table and be printed.

SECURITIES OF COMMON CARRIERS.

Mr. WHITE submitted an amendment intended to be pro-
posed by him to the bill (H. R. 16586) to amend section 20
of an act to regulate commerce, to prevent overissues of securi-
ties by carriers, and for other purposes, which was ordered to
lie on the table and be printed.

ELACK WARRIOR RIVER IMPROVEMENT.

Mr. BANKHEAD. I call up from the table Senate joint reso-
lution 181, authorizing the Secretary of War to permit the con-
tractor for building locks on Black Warrior River to proceed
with the work without interruption to completion.

Mr. BURTON. What measure is that?

Mr. SMOOT. I will ask the Senator if it is a joint resolution?

Mr. BANKHEAD. It is.

Mr, SMOOT. Then it will have to go to the committee.

Mr. BANKHEAD. Not necessarily.

Mr. SMOOT. Absolutely. The rule so provides. If it were
a Senate resolution, it could be acted npon by unanimous con-
sent, but this is a joint resolution, and it must be referred.

Mr. BANKHEAD. I am asking the Senate to consider the
joint resolution and pass it.

Mr. SMOOT. It is just the same as a bill, and all bills must
be referred.

The VICE PRESIDENT. If there is objection, the joint
resolution will have to go to the committee, It will be referred
to the Committee on Commerce.

PRESIDENTIAL APFROVAL.

A message from the President of the United States, by Mr.
Latta, executive clerk, announced that the President had, on
August 18, 1914, approved and signed the following act:

8.110. An act to tax the privilege of dealing on exchanges,
boards of trade, and similar places in contracts of sale of cot-
ton for future delivery, and for other purposes.

TRAFFIC IN OPIUM,

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate the action of
the House of Representatives disagreeing to the amendments
of the Senate to the bill (H. R, 6282) to provide for the regis-
tration of, with collectors of internal revenue, and to impose a
special tax upon all persons who produce, import, manufacture,
compound, deal in, dispense, sell, distribute, or give away opium
or coca leaves, their salts, derivatives, or preparations, and
for other purposes, and requesting a conference with the Senate
on the disagreeing vofes of the two Houses thereon.

Mr. THOMAS. I move that the Senate insist upon its amend-
ments, agree to the conference asked for by the House. the con-
ferees on the part of the Senate to be appointed by the Chair.

The motion was agreed to; and the Vice President appointed
Mr, Spaamoxs, Mr. WioLiams, Mr, Traomas, Mr. McCuMBER, and
Mr. Smoor conferees on the part of the Senate.

LANDS IN DENVER, COLO.

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate the amend-
ments of the House of Representatives to the bill (8. 5197)
granting public lands to the city and county of Denver, in the
State of Colorado, for public park purposes, which were, on
page 5, line 17, to strike out “grant” and insert *sale,” and
on page 5, line 17, to strike out *“made” and insert “au-
thorized.”

Mr. THOMAS. I meve that the Senate concur in the amend-
ments of the House,

The motion was agreed to.

STEAM LAUNCH “ LOUISE.”

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate the amend-
ment of the House of Representatives to the bill (8. 5730) to
present the steam launch Lowise, now employed in the construe-
tion of the Panama Canal, to the French Government, which
wasg, on page 1, line 9, after “ Government,” to strike out all
down to and including “ Republie,” in line 12. -

Mr. STONE. I move that the Senate concur in the amend-
ment of the House,

The motion was agreed to.

TENNESSEE RIVER BRIDGE, ALABAMA,

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate the amend-
ments of the House of Representatives to the hiil (8 5977) to
authorize Bryan and Albert Henry to construct a bridge across
a slough, which is a part of the Tennessee River, near Gunters-
ville, Ala., which were, on page 1, line 3, after “ Bryan.” to
insert “ Henry " ; on page 1, line 4, to strike ont “, when author-
ized by the State of Alabama”; and to amend the title so as
to read: “An act to authorize Bryan Henry and Albert Henry to
construct a bridge across a slough, which is a part of the Ten-
nessee River, near Guntersville, Ala.”

Mr. BANKHEAD. I move that the Senate concur in the
amendments of the House.

The motion wasg agreed to.

COTTON WAREHOUSES.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Morning business is closed.

Mr. SMITH of Georgia. Mr. President, T wish to call the
attention of the Senate to the bill (8. 6266) to authorize the
Secretahy of Agriculture to license cotton warehouses, and for
other purposes. It is an emergency measure, and I ask unani-
mous consent that it may be considered at this time.

Mr. SMOOT. I will ask the Senator from Georgia to let the
bill go over for to-day. 1 have another matter which I want to
look into in connection with the bill, and if the Senator will
allow the bill to go over I shall be very much obliged to him.

Mr. SMITH of Georgia. Then I will wait until to-morrow,
when I shall try to get the bill considered.

Mr. SMOOT. Very well.

PROPOSED ANTITRUST LEGISLATION.

1 The VICE PRESIDENT. The calendar under Rule VIII is
n order,

Mr. CULBERSON. I make the suggestion that the unfinished
business be laid before the Senate,

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the
Whole, resumed the consideration of the bill (H. R. 15657) to
supplement existing laws against unlawful restrainis and
monopolies, and for other purposes.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The pending amendment is an
amendment of the committee, in section 7, page 7, line 12, to
strike out the word “ consumers.”

Mr. OVERMAN. Mr. President, I voted to sirike from the
bill section 2 and section 4. Certain Senators were absent from
the Senate when the motions were carried eliminating those see-
tions. While I still favor striking these sections from the bill,
at their request I make the motion to reconsider the votes by
which that was done, and ask that the motion go over until the
conclusion of the consideration of the committee amendments,
then to be taken up. In order to be within my parliamentary
rights I make the motion to-day to reconsider the votes by
which those two sections were stricken from the bill.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from North Caro-
lina move to reconsider the vote to which he refers, or does he
enter a motion to reconsider?

Mr, OVERMAN. I enter the motion to reconsider.

Mr. REED. To reconsider the vote by which section 2 and
section 4 were agreed to?

Mr. OVERMAN. Yes.

Mr. REED. The form which the Senator’s motion takes is
to enter a motion to reconsider?

Mr. OVERMAN. I enter a motion to reconsider the vote.
The understanding is that the motion is not tp be taken up at
this time, because I wish the Senate to go on with the bill. I
repeat, I am still in favor of striking those sections from the
bill, but some Senator who voted in favor of striking them out
will have to enter the motion to reconsider. I therefore enter
(tihe motion to-day, in order that I may not lose my right to

0 8O,

Mr. REED. Very well. I desire to call up the matter to-
MOTTOW.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on striking out
the word * consumers” in line 12, page T, section 7, of the bill
as reported by the committee, [Putting the question.] The
noes seem to have it.

Mr., CULBERSON. T eall for a division.

The VICE PRESIDENT. All in favor of striking out the
word “consumers” will rise. [A pause.] All those opposed
will rise. [A pause.] The amendment is agreed to.

Mr. POINDEXTER. T ask for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered, and the Secretary proceeded
to eall the roll.

Mr. BRANDEGEE (when his name was called). I am paired
with the junior Senator from Tennessee [Mr. SHIELDS], and
therefore withhold my vote.
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AMr. CHAMBERLAIN (when his name was called). I have
a general pair-with the junior Senator from Pennsylvania
[Mr. Ouiver]. In his absence I withhold my vote.

AMr. CULBERSON (when his name was called). I have a
general pair with the Senator from Delaware [Mr. DU Poxt].
I transfer that general pair to the Senator from Arizona [Mr.
Saura] and vote * yea.”

Mr. FLETCHER (when his name was called). I am paired
with the Senator from Wyoming [Mr. WaRreN], and therefore
withhold my vote.

Mr. GALLINGER (when his name was called). I transfer
my general pair with the junior Senator from New York [Mr.
0'Goraax] to the Senator from Illinois [Mr. SHERMAN] and
yote “nay.” .

Mr, GORE (when his name was ealled). F have a pair with
the junior Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. StepHENSON], and
therefore withhold my vote.

_ Mr. GRONNA (when his name was ealled). I have a general
pair with the senior Senator from Maine [Mr. Joussox]. Not
seeing him in the Chamber, I withhold my vote.

Mr, MYERS (when his name was called).
with the Senator from Connecticut [Mr. McLean].
absence I withhold my vote.

AMr. THORNTON (when Mr. O'Goryan's name was called).
I am reguested to announce the necessary abselce of the junior
Senator from New York [Mr. O'GoeMax]. I ask that this
announcement may stand for the day.

Mr, SAULSBURY (when his name was called). I have a
general pair with the junior Senator from Rhode Island [Mr.
Corr]. In his absence I withhold my vote. If at liberty to
vote, I should vote * yea."”

Mr. SMITH of Georgia (when his name was called). T have
a general pair with the senior Senator from Massachusetts [Mr.
Loboe]. If permitted to vote, I should vote “yea.” If it should
develop that my vote is necessary to make a quorum, I will take
the liberty of voting.

Mr. THOMAS (when his name was called). I have a general
pair with the senior Senator from New York [Mr. Roor]. In
his absence I withhold my vote.

Mr. TILLMAN (when his name was called). I have a gen-
eral pair with the Senator from West Virginia [Mr. Gorr]. In
his absence 1 withhold my vote.

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming (when Mr. WARREN'S name was
called). My colleague [Mr. WARREN] Is unavoidably detained
from the Chamber. He has a general pair with the senior
Senator from Florida [Mr. FLercees]. I make this announce-
ment for this legislative day.

Mr. SMOOT (when Mr. SUTHERLAND'S name was called). I
desire to announce the unavoidable absence of my colleague
[Mr. SursezLasp]. He has a general pair with the senior
Senator from Arkansas [Mr, CLarxe], I ask that this an-
nouncement may stand for the day.

Mr. WILLIAMS (when his name was called). I transfer my
general pair with the senior Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr.
Pesposg] to the junior Senator from South Carolina [Mr.
SmrTH] and vote * nay.”

The roll call was concluded.

Mr. LEA of Tennessee (after having voted in the affirmative).
I neglected to announce my pair when I voted. I transfer my
pair with the senior Senator from South Dakota [Mr. Craw-
¥orn] to the senior Senator from Illinois [Mr. LEwis], and will
let my vote stand.

Mr, SMITH of Georgia. I transfer my pair with the senior
Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. Looce] to the junior Senator
from Maryland [Mr. Lee] and vote * yea.”

Mr. CHILTON. I desire to inquire whether the Senator
from New Mexico [Mr. FaLL] has voted?

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair is informed he has not.

Mr. CHILTON. 1 have a pair with that Senator, and in his
absence I withhold my vote,

Mr. GRONXNA. I desire to inguire if the senior Senator from
Maine [Mr. Jounsox] has voted?

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair is informed he has not.

Mr. GRONNA. 1 transfer my pair with that Senator to the
Senator from California [Mr. Works] and vote “ nay.”

Mr. DILLINGHAM (after having voted in the affirmative).
I inquire if the senior Senator from Maryland [Mr. Saitu] has
voted?

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair is informed he has not.

Mr. DILLINGHAM, I withdraw my vote, having a general
pair with him.

Mr. GALLINGER. T am requested to announce the pairs be-
tween the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. Catros] and the

I have a pair
In his

Senator from Oklahioma [Mr, Owex] and between the Senator

from Michigan [Mr, Towxsesp] and the Senator fron Arkansas
[Mr. RoBIixson].

I will also state that the junior Senator from Maine [Mr,
Bunieien] is necessarily detiined from the Sennte, and that the
junior Senator from Vermont [Mr. Pace] is detaineu at his
home because of serious illness in Lis family. I will let this
statement stand for the day. -

The result was announced—yeas 38, nays 14, as follows >

YEAS—38.
Ashurst ﬁghcs Pomerene Swanson
Bankhead James Rangdell Thompson
Borah Kern Reed Thornton
Bryan Lea, Tenn, SBhafroth Vardaman
[§_1muu Martin, Va. Sheppard Walsh
Camden Nelson Shively Weeks
Culberson Newlands Simmons West
Cumming Overman Smith, Ga. White
Hitehcock Perkins Bterling
Hollls Pittman Stone

NAYS—14,
Bristow Jones MeCumber Smoot
Clark, Wyo. Kenyon Martine, N. I, Willlams
Gallinger Lane Norrls .
Gronna Lippitt Poindexter

NOT VOTING—44,

Brady du Pont Myers Smith, Ariz
Brande Fall O Gorman Smith, Md.
Burleig Fletcher Oliver Smith. Mich,
Catron Goff - Owen Smith, 8. C.
Chamberlain Gore Page Btephenson
Chilton Johnson Penrose Sotherland
Clapp La Follette Robinson Thomas
Clarke, Ark. Lee Md. - Root Tillman
Colt Lewis Banlsbury Townsend
Crawford Lodge Sherman Warren
Dillingham McLean Bhields Works

So the amendment of the committee was agreed to.
BLACK RIVER BRIDGE, MISSOURIL,

Mr, SHEPPARD. Out of order I ask permission to report
back favorably from the Committee on Commerce the bill (S,
6315) to anthorize the Great Western Land Co,, of Missouri, to
constrnet a bridge across Black River, and I eall the attention
of the Senator from Missouri [Mr. ReEp] to the report.

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I ask mmanimous consent for the
present consideration of the bill. It simply provides for the
construction of a bridge out in my State, and there are some
rensons to get it through at once. It is an absolutely unim-
portant measure except as it is important to the particular
locality affected by it.

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. Mr. President, can that be done
without laying aside the regular order of business?

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair does not see how it can
be done without laying aside the pending bill. It can be laid
aside by unanimous consent, of course.

Mr, REED. It was done yesterday by unanimous consent.

The VICE PRESIDENT. 1Is there any objection? The Chair
hears none. .

Mr. CULBERSON. Mr. President, I am perfectly willing to
yield for the consideration of the bill. since the Senator from
Missouri says it is an emergency measure.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the present
consideration of the bill?

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the
Whole, proceeded to its consideration.

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment,
ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time,
and passed.

PROPOSED ANTITRUST LEGISLATION,

Mr. McCUMBER. Mr. President, a parliamentary inquiry.
T desire to ask whether or not the status of the bill is such that
I can move at this time to strike out section 77

The VICE PRESIDENT. Not until the committee amend-
ments have been disposed of, in the opinion of the Chair.

Mr. McCUMBER. Is the bill before the Senate now?

The VICE PRESIDENT. The opinion of the Chair is that, as
the unfinished business was laid aside and consent was given to
take up the bill in which the Senator from Missouri was inter-
ested, technically speaking the trust bill is not before the Sen-
ate until permission has been obtained to put it before the Sen-
ate again.

Mr. CULBERSON. Mr. President, T ask that the bill may be
presented to the Senate for consideration. 1 desire to say in
this connection that, it being clearly against the spirit of the
rule, in my judgment, I must refrain from consenting to lay it
aside for the consideration of emergency measures while the bill
is pending.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there any objection? The Chair
hears none,
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The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the con-
sideration of the bill (II. R. 15657) to supplement existing laws
against unlawful restraints and monopolies, and for other pur-

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will state the pend-
ing amendment. 3

The Secrerary. On page T, line 13, it is proposed to strike
ont the words “ orders, or associations.”

Mr. McCUMBER. My, President, what I have to say upon
this bill may as well be said upon this amendment as upon any
other particnlar feature, and I shall ask the attention of the
Senate for a very few moments only.

David, the Psalmist, says:

Nevertheless, they did flatter me with their mouths and lied unto me
with their lips.

For the benefit of Senators generally I will say that that
language will be found in the Seventy-eighth Psalm, at the
thirty-sixth verse. I quote it because I consider that it is ex-
ceedingly applicable to the bill now under consideration.

Mr. President, on the 4th day of July, 1776, a band of pa-
triots had gathered in this land. They were the wise men of
their day. They were the great scholars and philosophers of
their time. They lived in the morn of a great political awaken-
ing, when the divine rights of kings were being questioned and
the God-given rights of man were being proclaimed.

If, on the one hand, they were lacking in many acquirements
which modern science and progress have opened to the human
mind, they had escaped, on the other hand, the thousands of
questions which arise to vex us in our present advanced civiliza-
tion, and therefore had the leisure to direct their research into
the realms of governmental philosophy. They were versed in
the history of the world. They knew the abuses 6f monarchial
governments and the weaknesses of democracies. They were
neither sycophants nor demagogues. They flattered neither the
king nor the citizen.

They were met a great body of wise men on a solemn occa-
sion. They were to lay the foundation of a new government.
They were to place as its corner stone a mighty principle for
which men could lay down their lives; and these were the
words they wrote:

We hold these truths to be self-evident:'That all men are created
equal ; that they are mdowedu!?‘ their Creator with certain inalienable
rights; that among these are life and liberty and the pursuit of happi-
ness; that to secure these [equal] rights governments are instituted
among men deriving their just powers from the consent of the governed.

That all men are created equal and endowed by their Creator
with inalienable rights rang to the world the birth of a new
prineiple that should thenceforth be the basis of all eivil and
political governments, The lowly toiler heard it and raised
his head in the pride of his right. The Slavic serf heard it
and raised his shackled arms for the blow that should sever
his chains. The impulsive sons of France heard it and
planted the tree of liberty which, though hacked and bruised,
still spreads its sturdy branches to every political tempest.
The world heard it and felt the heart throbs of a new inspira-
tion. Around that mighty principle we rallied the patriotism
of our colonial fathers. For that principle they suffered and
died. Orators have proclaimed and scholars have expounded
the meaning of those words, but none clearer than our own
Lincoln, when he declared that they do not mean that we are
equal in intelligence or character or color but in our rights—
our equal rights—under the law.

For 138 years we have maintained a Government based upon
the equality of each and every citizen. For 138 years we have
maintained a Government based.upon the principle that every
law shall operate with equal force upon every person; that
none sghall be too powerful to be above the restrictions of the
law and none too lowly to be deprived of its protection.

With that principle written upon our national banner and
given expression in every legislative act since the beginning of
our Government, our progrcss has astounded the world, and
the success of our free Government has belied all the prophe-
cles of the downfall of our republican form of government.

To-day, while monarehies and republics are in a death strog-
gle in the Old World, while the issue of imperialism and
democracy, militarism and nonmilitarism are reddening the
plains of Europe with the blood of millions of men, we, the
great exponent of individual equality of citizenship under the
law, we who founded our Government on that principle, have
taken the first backward step. We for the first time have
declared to our own people and to the world that our laws
shall not operate with equal force on all our people: that an
act committed by one class or individual shall be an offense, but
when committed by another class or individual shall not be an
offense. We, the originators of the great principle, are the
first to strike a blow to that principle of equality,

You excuse this on the ground that such legislation is in
the interest of labor. I deny it. You say you are the friend
of the laboring man. I say you are his worst enemy. He who
proposes to give me rights that are not allowed to my fellow
citizen is not my friend. He who flatters me with a declaration
that I am entitled to rights not granted to every other citi-
zen flatters me with his mouth and lies unto me with his lips.
You know and I know that when I begin to exercise a right
that is not accorded to my fellow citizen you outlaw me from
the sympathy and good will of that citizen. You know that
the sentiment of the people will not long stand for this prin-
ciple of inequality. It is repugnant to human nature and
doubly repugnant to the American idea.

Nor is this all. Human nature is the same in every walk of
life. Privileges exercised by the titled aristocracy of France
brought on the first French revolution, when the incessant siroke
of the guillotine wiped out the recipients of special privileges.
Class inequality ean not long continue in this land; the Ameri-
can people will not stand for it, though you clothe it with legis-
lative sanction. Mr. President, justice and equality are not the
strongest impulses of the huinan heart. Selfishness prepon-
derates over both. Justice and equality are maintained in the
world only by laws which recognize and enforce them, With-
draw the law of equality and injustice will always prevail.

What is the duty of the Government toward the American
laborer? The first duty is to so legislate and conduet the internal
affairs of the Government and so regulate our commercial rela-
tions with foreign Governments as to give the greatest possible
employment to American labor. Give the American laborer the
American market and you will show him an act of true friend-
ship a thousandfold more valuable to him than any special
privilege could possibly ever be. Giving him rights or exempt-
ing him from obligations that are not accorded or exempted to
others does not create a demand for the only thing he has to
sell in the market—his gkill and his strength.

There is no living man possessing ordinary human sentiments
who does not want to speed the day when labor will reap its
legitimate reward, its legitimate wage in every article produced
by that labor; who will not wish to speed the day when in-
equalities between the several kinds of labor and between lahor
and business vocations generally shall be wiped away and when
the only difference in the wage or earnings of all classes shall
be measured by the time used in the preparation for the labor,
the hours employed, and the skill required.

But you secure none of these by destroying the very life prin-
ciple of our Government—equality under the law. I know there
are a great many labor leaders who believe that they are solv-
ing all inegualities by securing exemptions from liabilities. It
may be that some temporary advantage may be secured, but it
will be temporary only. The legislator who says to a labor-
ing man, “ We have authorized you to do acts which we have
n;jade criminal when committed by others,” flatters him to his
injury.

There is no question here presented against organization of
labor. Withont this new law laborers have organized and still
maintain their organization. Their rights are not dependent
upon this law. They may do any lawful thing under the present
law to effectuate their purpose and better the conditions of
labor, both as to wages and as to conditions and environments.
They can strike whenever they believe their wages are not suffi-
clent. They can strike to shorten hours of labor. They can
enforce every one of their just demands through organized
effort.

I know there are those on this floor who insist that nothing
else is secured by this act; but, Mr. President, no matter how
cunningly devised, this bill does go further. It gives authority,
to destroy the property rights of others in order to enforce de-
mands, If it does not do this, if it gives no rights in advance
of what the law now gives, then why is it placed in this bill?
If it does not do so, then it is a piece of deception, a fraud
upon those whose interest you declare you are furthering.
*There is no question but that you attempt to legalize the sec-
ondary boycott.

I do not believe that the great mass of American laborers are
asking for this un-American legislation. I believe the sentiment
of equality under the law is just as strong with them as with
any other class of people. I believe they are endowed with
too much good sense and judgment ever to believe that an un-
just, unequal law can work ultimate good to them.

Mr. President, another feature of this proposed law is the
destruction of judicial authority. A subservient judiciary is
destructive of human freedom. The jndiciary of our country,
must ever stand as a balance to check the tendencies of the
executive to usurp the functions of the legislative branch. It
must ever stand guard over the ancient and traditional rights
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of the individual and shield him from unlawful injury and his
property from destruction or confiscation.

The executive power can shield itself through the use of the
agencies of the Government. The whole Army and Navy are at
its disposal and subject to its command. The legislative arm
can, in a degree, shield itself through its control over the rev-
enues of the Government. The courts can only protect them-
selves through the power to enforce their judgments, and the
only process by which it can enforce its writs and its orders is
through proceedings for contempt. To deprive it of that power
destroys its use and deprives the individual citizen of the only
power of maintaining his civil and political rights. There are
no people in this country who are more deeply concerned in
maintaining the constitutional power of the courts than are our
laboring people. Paralyze the arm of the court, and a tyran-
nical power will take its place in the future, as it has always
taken - its place in the past, and the laboring man ought to
know that tyranny always ranges itself on the side of wealth
and power. ILet every laboring man pause before he strikes the
protector of his own liberties,

I am making no objection to any procedure that shall require
those things which are merely condemnatory of the court's
action to be submitted to a jury. On the contrary, I am liberal
enough to believe that if the court has the power to enforce all
its judgments it need not pay very much attention to criticism
against the authority that it is exercising. In other words, I
do not believe honest criticism of judicial action, no matter how
severe, should ever be regarded as a contempt.

Mr. President, this is a country governed by law and not by
men. You can not deprive the court of its constitutional right
to make its judgments effective. You may limit it and change
its procedure, but you can not, by legislative act, deprive it of
the means of enforcing its constitutional power. If A obtains
a judgment against B through proceedings at law or in equity,
you can not submit the question of the right of A to enforce his
judgment to any jury. If A demands a writ of execution and
B obstruets the execution of that writ, you can not compel A
to submit to a jury whether Lie should allow B to continue the
obstruetion ; and it is immaterial what the form of the obstruc-
tion and whether directed against an execution or injunction.

Mr, President, this deception practiced upon the laborer is
bad enough, but you seek to cover up the vice of class legislation
by increasing the size of the class, and so you say that the
farmers shall also be exempt from the provisions of the trust
law.

Why should you include farmers? You just now voted out a
provision that the consumers might also be exempted. You say
the consumers shall not be exempted from the trust laws; that
they can not organize to protect themselves against exorbitant
prices and charges. Why do you insist that they should be pro-
hibited from so organizing? Their organization would not
affect laborer, farmer, or manufacturer, but would only be
directed against exorbitant retail prices.

Mr. President, what farmer has ever asked you to exempt him
from a general law which declares that a certain act shall be an
offense against public policy? I want to say to this Senatz, in
defense of that great class of toilers in our fields, the American
farmers, that the farmer is American through and through, im-
bued with the American idea of equality; andeven if he could
obtain a special benefit from such legislation, from a law, that
would give him a right that the blacksmith and the grocer would
not have, he would spurn the advantage; and if he would spurn
that offer of advantage, you may be sure of his contempt for
the sop you offer him. In the one instance you insult his sense
of justice; in the other, his intelligence; and this seems to have
been your attitude for a number of years. You have played
the laboring man against the farmer and the farmer against the
laboring man. You have declared in your political ecampaigns
that you would reduce the price of the farmer's product to the
laboring man; that you would give him cheaper food ; you would
give him cheaper cggs and butter, meat and flour. To the
farmer you have declared that you wonld maintain his prices
against the laborer and yet give him cheaper machinery and cloth-
ing and other articles of consumption. You have flattered them
both with your mouths and lied unto them both with your lips.

There are 33,000,000 people in the United States engaged in
farming. At least 30,000,000 of them are raising eggs. They
are raising them on nearly every section of land from Canada
to Mexico and from the Atlantic to the Pacific. They are selling
those eggs every day over all of this vast territory to 70,000,000
customers. Tell me, then, how these egg producers can pro-
ceed to fix the price of eggs. You know they can not do it;
and you know further that, being fearful that eggs might reach
a price satisfactory to the farmer, you opened wide the bars
for the free admission of all of the eggs of all of the hens on

the face of the earth; and having by your laws placed the
farmer where you know and where he knows it is impossible
for him to combine to fix the price of his eggs, you laconically
turn to him and say: “ Yon can fix your own prices; we have
exempted you from the law against combinations in restraint
of trade.”” What is true of eggs is true of poultry and grain
and meat and wool and practically everything the farmer pro-
duces. After you have placed him at the merey of the whole
world, then you serenely tell him he can fix his own prices for
his crops.

You have not reduced the price of a single thing that the
farmer purchases. Why? Because you know that the pro-
tection accorded any ordinary article in the shape of a duty
is so infinitesimal when compared with the retail price of the
articles that it is seldom taken into consideration at all. The
ultimate consumer never recognizes the change. While eggs
and butter in my State have gone down by reason of the lack
of protection the great bulk of laborers throughout the United
States have had no advantage of that reduction, and that is
true of their meats and their flour and all other food products.
Though our barley went down about 50 per cent the products
of barley have remained substantially unchanged. Though our
oats dropped 50 per cent in value, your laborer pays the same
old price for a package of Quaker Oats,

Of course the great war raging in Euprope has made many
changes in the value of farm and other products for which you
are in no way responsible. If our people have had some loss
by reason of this war, it is not your fault. If it has giveu us
some benefits, it is not due to the virtue of your policies. I can
only say that you are exceedingly lucky that the war diverts the
attention of the great American public from the political and
industrial conditions brought about by your tariff revision, and
which were becoming more and more stringent until the foreign
demand was increased by that war.

The American farmer is not asking you for any favors. He
is asking you for justice, and when you give him that he will
ecxense you from legislating any special rule exempting him
from the laws of the-land.

Yon have attempted, and I think successfully, in this bill to
legalize a system that can not be but regarded as pernicious by
all right-thinking men. The farmer, you know well enough, as
I have stated, can not fix the price of his product to the labor-
ing man. The laboring man, through his organization, can, with
the assistance of this law, enforce the thing he has to sell as
against the farmer. And right here, the farmer who must hire
labor can not forget that while by law you have prohibited the
Importation of .laborers, to the end that labor may not become
too plentiful, and therefore remain more valuable, you have, on
the other hand, invited the products of all the world to make the
farmer's product more than plentiful, and therefore less valu-
able. The farmer can not send his agent and say to every other
farmer and to every grocer, “ Do not sell to this laboring mau,
he is not our friend.” His effort would be laughed at as the
folly of all follies. But how about the farmer who has a field
of wheat which is ripe or an orchard of fruit which needs
immediate gathering? Before his gate the agent of the laborer
may walk back and forth, under the provisions of this bill, with
impunity, bearing a placard: * Boycott this farmer. He works
16 hours a day and demands that his employees shall work 10
hours. See that his crops shall rot. He has committed no act
against us, but insists that he ought to employ his labor at
such a price as will enable him to support his family. Let us
see to it that such audacity has its due and proper punishment.”
Of course, I have no fear of any such acts against the farmers
of my State. They are every one of them courageous, and the
placard artist would not long remain at that farmer’s gate.

I do not question for one moment the right of the laborer,
organized or unorganized, to declare that he will not accept
employment under this farmer unless such employment is
restricted to eight hours per day and to such a price as he
himself may fix, but I do deny his right to institute a boycott
against this farmer or against his neighbor whose only erime
ig that he loaned to the farmer his son to help him save a little
of hig year’s labor., If I am right as to the farmer, I am right
in every other line of business. There can be no prineciple that
is unjust when applied to the farmer that the farmer at least
will not consider unjust when applied to others.

You can just leave the American farmer out of this bill.
If you want to be sincere with the American farmer, if you
want to be just with the American farmer, give him the Ameri-
can market for 10 years as you have given the same to the
merchant or manufacturer for 50 years. Ide has earned these
markets. You deprive him of those markets. You depress the
value of his produets. You subject him to the competition of
the whole world in his own country, and then you add insult
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to that injury by telling him he need not obey the law prohibit-
ing combinations to fix his prices. If you fool him with that
‘sop,_then I shall admit that I have overestimated the intelli-
gence of the farming publie.

1 shall hope, Mr. President, that we will at least strike out
the words * agricultural and horticultural associations™ from
thig bill and leave the farmer where he can hold up his head
and look straight into the eye of every other American eltizen,
capitalist and laborer, and say, “I am your equal and you
are not more than my equal under the laws of the land.”

Mr. POMERENE. I wish to ask the Senator a question. The
Senator’s State is almost exclusively an agricultural State. I
wish to ask him whether there is any demand among the farm-
ers of his State for any exemption of this character?

Mr. McCUMBER. There is no demand among the farmers
of my State or any other State, so far as I know, for this
unequal legislation.

Mr. HOLLIS. Mr. President, I desire to speak briefly o
the labor-union exemption clause in the Clayton bill

The Sherman Antitrust Act was passed in 1890, for the pur-
pose of preventing industrial monopoly. It was frankly aimed
at the * trusts,” those great industrial combinations which were
controlling various branches of interstate commerce through re-
straint of trade, greatly to the profit of their stockholders and
much to the disadvantage of citizens at large. Familiar ex-
amples were the Standard Oil Co. and the American Sugar Re-
fining Co.

At that time no one imagined that labor unions or farmers'
associations would come within the act. No abuses from such
organizations challenged attention.

But subsequently the language of the act was tortured into
a meaning that has worked much hardship on workingmen and
farmers. From an instrument which was intended for the re-
lief of the plain people, it is transformed into an instroment for
their oppression.

Section 7 of the pending bill is-intended to place “labor, agrl-
cultural, or horticultural organizations” outside the provisions
of the Sherman Act. In other words, such organizations are
left to be dealt with at the common law. No matter what they
do they can not be punished as *illegal combinations or con-
spiracies in restraint of trade, under the antitrust laws.”" Their
members do not come in conflict with the antitrust laws as long
as they carry out the legitimate objects of their organizations
by “lawful” means.

Some of the legitimate objects of an agricultural organiza-
tion are fair terms of shipment and sale of the products. of its
members, fair prices, and prompt collections. Some of the legiti-
mate objects of a labor organization are fair wages, reason-
able working hours, and wholesome conditions of labor.

Tn the attainment of these objects labor and farming organl-
zations are not to be restrained by the antitrust laws so long
as they act “ lawfully.” An act will be lawful in this connec-
tion unless it is prohibited by some special statute or by the
common law,

For example, a labor union may vote to call its members out
on strike to foree higher wages, shorter hours, or better sani-
tary conditions. Its members may use peaceful persuasion to
induce other workmen to join them, but any attempt at violence,
coercion, threats, or intimidation would be * unlawful,” and
bring them into conflict with the antitrust laws.

The usual case of a strike or a boycott would present no
difficulty, but when the regions of sympathetic strikes and see-
ondary boycotts are reached opinions may differ. My own
opinion is that so long as only peaceful means are resorted to,
so long as there are no threats, no intimidations, no violence,
no coercion, so long as the objects songht are the eventnal good
of the members of the unions, the acts are lawful. But the
courts must decide when the facts are in dispute, or when the
acts are close to the line.

But whether the acts constitute a restraint of trade will be
immaterial if the bill passes in its present form.

Some distinguished Senators believe that labor unions do
not now come within the provisions of the Sherman Act. How
they can hold to this view in the face of Loewe ». Lawlor (208
U. 8, 274) I do not understand, but it makes little difference
here. If they believe it does not cover labor organizations,
they can not object if the point is definitely settled. At all
events, labor unions and their friends will be much relieved
to know certainly that they are not to be classed with the
Standard Oil Co. and the Sugar Trust.

But there is another class of persons who believe that labor
organizations are prohibited by the Sherman Aect and who vig-
orously oppose the exemption contained in the pending bill. I
have had many letters and telegrams from men of this class.
They may be referred to broadly as “capitalists.”

Capitalists oppose this exemption of labor unions for a real
reason. They wish to deprive organized labor of its only
efficient weapon. - But they proffer as an argument the proposi-
tion that the exemption of labor unions is “class legislation.”
I freely concede that it is class legislation, but I can not see
why class legislation is not in this case highly proper and de-
sirable. Let us see.

With the advent of steam, manufacturing was diverted from
the workman's cottage to the factory. At the outset every em-
ployer of labor was permitted to run his business as he pleased.
He fixed the hours of labor, he fixed the wages, he hired women
and children, he guarded his machinery or he left it unprotected,
he pald much or little attention to sanitary conditions, he made
conditions hard or easy. No one undertook to preseribe any
limits to his power and authority. Manufacturers look back
to those early days as the days of the “old freedom.”

AL the beginning the capitalist lived near his mill; he knew
his help and their families; he took pride in having his town or
village prosperous, in having his employees well fed and well
dressed. His own sons and daughters worked at the loom and
in the countingroom. They intermarried with the families of
the workingmen. There was one speech, one purpose, one pros-
perity, one God.

But some employers grow greedy. Some were cruel and in- .
human. They worked longer hours than their rivals; they paid
smaller wages; they employed more women and younger chil-
dren; they provided less safeguards; they spent less on sani-
tary improvements. Such men secured an industrial advantage
over their competitors.

And then the community exercised its power of protecting
itself. It prescribed the conditions under which manufacturers
might conduct business., It provided penalties by fine and im-
prisonment for those who disobeyed the labor laws.

In most States the first interference with the liberty of the
capitalist took the form of limiting the number of hours of
labor in mills for women and children. At first the limit was
placed at 60 or even 72 hours per week. In the District of
Columbia the present Congress has limited the hours of labor
for women and children to 48 hours per week. The measure
passed this Senate and the House without a dissenting vote.
No one has questioned the right of Congress to pass the law;
few have questioned the wisdom and policy of the law.

But in this law for the protection of women and children in
the District of Columbia, enacted so easily, are contained all
the elements of class legislation which are inveighed against
so roundly in the discussion of the labor-union exemptions in
the Clayton bill

In the first place, the 48-hour law is frankly “class legisla-
tion,” for it applies only to women and children. Women and
children are made a class apart from adult males, and the law
applies only to this particular class.

More than that, the law does not apply to all women and chil-
dren. It is confined to those women and children who work
in factories and stores. It does not apply to women and chil-
dren who work on farms or at housework. Here again the law
is limited to a certain class of a certain class—to those women
and children who work in factories and stores.

It is readily seen that class legislation is very common, and
very desirable in many cases. Many laws have been passed
in the various States of a similar nature, such as child-labor
laws applying only to children, to children employed in certain
pursuits, and to children of a certain age. Here are three
class distinctions; but who says that child-labor laws are vold
or wrong because they are “ class legislation”?

There is the * phossy jaw ™ law, applying only to the class
which makes lucifer matches; the sanitary-inspection law, ap-
plying only fo factories; the boiler-inspection law, applying to
a certain class of power plant; the milk-inspection law, apply-
ing to a certain class of food; the betterment-tax law, applying
only to real estate of a certain class, and so on, indefinitely.

A good illustration of “eclass legislation” is found in the
income-tax law passed during the present Congress. All per-
sons having an income below a certain sum are placed in one
“eclass”; married. men are placed in a different “class” from
unmarried ones; and there are numerous “classes” with dif-
ferent rates of tax, graded according to the amount of income.

The only constitutional provision is, not that all classes shall
be treated alike, but that all persons of a designated class shall
be treated alike. Few will dispute these propositions.

The dispute comes not in the power of Congress to pass class
legislation, but in the wisdom and policy of the particular legis-
lation nnder consideration. I have no hesitation in saying that
I believe it is wise to make the provisions of the Sherman Act
much more drastic as applied to combinations of eapital in
restraint of trade, for the evils springing from such combina-
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tions are great and increasing. But I am equally certain that
labor organizations are a good thing, and they should be en-
couraged rather than embarrassed by Federal laws.

A very good ease may be made ouf, in the way of a distine-
tion between labor and capital, as was done by Judge Furman,
of the Oklahoma court, in State v. Coyle (130 Pac. Rept., 316),
but I am content to rest my vote on the broad proposition that
public policy is best served by exempting labor unions from the
operation of an “ antitrust ” act.

The time may come when labor unions may oppress their
employers or may act in such a way as to procure for their
members more than their fair share of what is produced in the
Nation. I believe that that time is not here yet, and if it is
ever to come, it is a long way in the future.

But if that time shall ever come, let organized labor have a
hearing, and fair consideration, and a law of its own. Let it
be regulated by a statute that shall apply to its peculiar con-
ditions and aims, its special advantages, and its special weak-
nesses, Let it not be insulted by being classed with male-
factors of great wealth,

It would be funny, if it were not so unjust and pathetic, to
picture the humble wage earner, paying his few cents a week
for the protection of his trades-union, congratulating himself
that the antitrust law will save him from the high prices 1m-
posed by monopoly, and suddenly realizing that he is himself
classed with the monopolists and trust managers, and liable,
like them, to fine and imprisonment under an antitrust act.
This joke is hugely relished, no doubt, by monopolists and their
attorneys, but it is the duty and the privilege of the Congress
of the United States to put an end to all jokes and jokers of this
character.

Mr. HUGHES. Mr. President, I desive to submit a few re-
marks with reference to this section of the bill, although I am
~not at this moment prepared to make any comprehensive or
detailed argument. Still, I do not want the oceasion to pass
without submitting some of the reasons why I think this legis-
lation is both necessary and wise.

First, I desire to direct my remarks to argoments which have
been made on the other side of the Chamber with reference to
the viciousness of class legislation. It is a strange thing to me
that a Republican Senator should have the temerity to denounce
class legislation, inasmuch as the existence of the Republican
Party since it came into being has depended upon its ability to
deliver class legislation.

I hold in my hand a book containing the Republican platform
of 1908, and I find in it this language under the eaption * Help
to workers": £

The wise policy which has Induced the Republican Party to main-
tain protection to American labor, to establish the eight-hour day in
the construction of all public work, to increase the list of emr lorzes
who shall have preferred claims for wages under the hankrugtc}' aw,
to adopt a child-labor statute for the District of Columtia, to direct the
investigation into the condition of the working women and children and
later of the employees of telephone and telegraph companies engnfed in
interstate business, to appropriate $150,0 at the recent session of
Congress in order to secure a thorough inquiry into the causes of loss
of life in the mines, and to amend and strengthen the law prohibiting
the Importation of contract labor will be pursued in owrf legitimate
dircetion in Federal anthority to lighten the burdens and Increasc the
opportunity for happiness and the advancement of all who toil,

So, you can go through every declaration of the Republican
Party set forth in its various platforms almost from the birth
of that party down to the date of its last convention and you
will find that it justifies enormous tariff exactions on the theory
that the high prices made necessary by those exactions, going
into the pockets of the manufacturer, are to be by him doled
out to the American laboring man. If forbidding the American
people to purchase their goods where they can purchase them
cheapest and compelling them to purchase from & selected class
of individuals is not class legislation, I am at a loss to know
what class legislation is.

While we are speaking of class legislation, where could we
find a more beautiful illustration of the ease with which class
legislation is accepted when certain powerful interests are in-
volved than the spectacle exhibited in this body the other day,
wken a statutory monopoly was permitted to continuoe its exae-
tions, permitted to continue to mulet the American people for
carrying their goods, even in the facc of a great exigency, a
great war emergency? Here was a little selected class of Amer-
ican citizens who have the privilege of operating vessels plying
from port to port in the United States, while an American ghip,
flying the American flag, sailing from the port of Liverpool, for
example, to the port of New York and discharging her cargo
there can not pick up another cargo at the port of New York
and enrry it to a Gulf pert in order to pay its expenses for that
part of the trip, but must confine its operations to American
commerce transported abroad. Why? Because if it were per-

mitted to engage in the coastwige trade it would interfere with
the privilege of a class of American citizens who own and
operate coastwise ships and a class of American citizens who-
build those ships for those men to own and operate.

Now, let us drop all this nonsense; let us put that behind us.
We are constantly engaged in class legislation. I am not dis-
cussing the merits of the shipping bill or of the conference re-
port which was recently defeated in this body. I am simply
calling attention to the fact that class legislation is not de-
nounced and never has been denounced in this body since 1
have been here, unless the class attempted to be helped were
the laboring people of the United States. As I have said, the
Republican Party, the representatives of which are denouncing
this legislation as class legislation, has held itself out as the
exponent and proponent of class legislation in every campaign
of which I have any recollection. I can not remember the time
when the Republican orators did not claim that the prineiple
of protection, the principle of forbidding the American people
to purchase their goods where they might and compelling them
to restrict their purchases and their operations to a limited
number of known and designated men, was not the cause of the
wonderful prosperity of the United States. They went further
than that and stated that the reason why they did these things,
the reason why they restricted the operation of the American
people and compelled them to buy in a restricted market, oft-
times without competition, was not to benefit that class; no;
it was another class they had in mind; the class they had in
mind is the class that we are now really trying to help. They
put the burden of that policy on the shoulders of the American
laboring man.

They talk about demagogues and talk about claptrap and
efforts to catch votes. What has their whole history been?
What has it been with reference to this question but a svcces:
sion and continuation of claptrap and buncombe, intended not
only to get votes but to cheat the men from whom they got the
votes? They have cheated them, but as soon as the men whom
they cheated discovered the partnership and the connection be-
tween the Republican Party and those who were fighting the
laboring people of this country that party was swept from
power.

I listened to the argument of the Senator from Ohio [Mr.
PomEereNE] yesterday. He advanced, so far as I was able to
discover, nothing that had not been advanced by the attorneys
of the Manufacturers’ Association years and years ago. Those
gentlemen have been active in this fight ever since I can re-
member. On several occasions I came in contact with their
agents in my district, and I was frankly informed that any
man who stood for the legislation for which I stood could not
be elected until every resource at the command of the Manu-
facturers’ Association had been exhausted against him.

To-day I was handed a copy of a night letter which is being
sent to Senators at this time, and I will read the body of it
without putting in the name of the individual to whom it is
addressed. It carries me back a good many years to the time
when I was a younger man than I am now, but it is the same
in form and the same in substance. This discredited organiza-
tion, which was utterly disgraced and should have been shamed
into silence, is as active to-day as ever it was, but it no longer
has the infiuence it formerly had; it no longer can hold the
club, and its threats have no force. Members of the House and
Members of the Senate no longer fear the Manufacturers’ Asso-
ciation.

I will read this communication now:

The Clayton bill, exempting labor combinations from the Sherman
Act, providing trial bs‘ Jjury for contempts, and radical regnlations for
business, is now pending in the United States Senate. ‘To overcome
belief existing in many quarters that business men are indifferent to this
viclons measure and to assist In securing Hluminating debate, will you
not immediately request and urge your members to make determined
and persistent protest afninst it to your Sepator and to ask their asso-
ciates to do likewise? Immediate action is imperative,

NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF MAXUFACTURERS,
Geonce 8. Bovpixor, Secretary.

The National Association of Manufacturers have a perfect
right to send out that communication, and I am not objecting
to it. It is entitled to all the weight that a communication from
such an association is entitled to. I have no guarrel with them.
I never had any gquarrel with them. Their opposition to me
was the sonrce of my greatest strength. The opposition of the
National Manufacturers' Association to-day would be the great-
est asset I could have in the State of New Jersey. My only

fear is that perhaps they will not oppose me; so I look upon
their activity now more in sorrow than in anger, and sympa-
thize with them, knowing that they have lost the invaluable
services of the delectable Col. Mulhall, although they seem to
have enlisted a number of new recruits under their banner,
Still, I can not help feeling that the close, intimate, and per-
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sonnl activities of the colonel will be but illy compensated for
by the activities of the new recruits to the Manufacturers’ As-
sociation, so far as I have been able to observe their activities.

I became interested in the Sherman antitrust law and its ap-
plication to organizations of Iabor as soon as it was intimated
that the law was intended to apply to organizations of labor;
and in another body I introduced and had printed—I think I
got that far—an amendment providing that it shomld not so
apply. I made a study of the debates, and became familiar
with the history of the legislation, and particularly the history
of the legislation so far as it referred to its effect upon organi-
zations of labor, and I discovered that nothing in the world was
further from the mind of the author of what was known as the
Sherman antitrust law than that it should in the slightest de-
gree affect organizations of labor.

The question was raised on the floor of the Senate. I do not
like to bore my colleagues with a repetition of these facts.
They have been_set out over and over again, more than once
by me, and a great many times by other Senators. Neverthe-
less, I will panse to take the time to set out the main features
of the history of this legislation so far as it relates to these
organizations. A

Although the bill apparently, by its terms, and having in
mind the object and intent of the legislator who offered it and
the legislators who discussed if, had absolutely no application
to these men and these organizations. The question was raised
on the floor of the Senate, as I recollect, by Senator George, of
Mississippi, first. At that time there was a great and powerful
organization of labor known as the Knights of Labor. For
that matter, they are still in existence and still interested in
this sort of legislation. The question was asked whether or not
the Dbill, if enacted into law, would interfere with them in their
operations. The answer was that it would not. The answer
by the author of the bill was that it could not possibly, by any
stretch of the imagination, in any way interfere with the opera-
tions of these men. These men were then engaged in doing
what the ordinary labor organization is doing to-day. Their
organization was practically the same as it is now. Their
operations then were about what they are now.

Senator Hoar, of Massachusetts, not satisfied with the ex-
planation of the author of the bill, asked further assurances
that it was not the intent of the author of the measure or of
those who supported it to interfere with these organizations,
He called attention to how necessary they were. He called
attention to the beneficent results which flowed from their
activities. He called attention to the fact that they had in-
herent and natural rights which must be respected, and that in
the effort of the legislature to control and curb the operations
and practices of the great combinations of capital which then
were afllicting the body politie, great care must be exercised to
see that no harm was done to these beneficent organizations,
which were interested only in the rights of men and women and
children, the blood and bone and sinew of this country, with-
out which the country was nothing; and he, too, was assured
by the author of the bill that nothing was further from the
minds of the legislators who offered it or of those who sup-
ported it.

Not satisfied with that, Senator George then offered an
amendment providing in terms that the bill should not affect
organizations of labor. That amendment was adopted by the
unanimous vote of the Senate,

A peculiar situation existed in this body at that time. There
were all sorts of opposition to the Sherman antitrust law.
There was open opposition and there was hidden opposition.
The hidden opposition took the shape of offering amendments
to the bill which were not offered in good faith, and which were
not offered with the purpose or object of improving the bill,
but in the hope that it would be loaded down and made so
objectionable and so obnoxious that on the final vote it could
not pass. "

The author of the bill ealled attention to what was going on.
He said he was familiar with the methods and the practices
that were then being employed. He called the attention of the
Senate to the fact that these Senators were not trying to im-
prove or benefit his bill, but that they were trying to load it
down with amendments which would make it impossible for
even him to vote for it. So far, however, as this amendment
was concerned, he said that he was in favor of it; that If it
was necessary to keep the courts from attempting to apply this
law to organizations of labor, then he wanted it; he would have
written it himself. He accepted it fully and completely.

Various other amendments, however, he resisted most vigor-
ously, but in spite of all he could say or do they went in the
bill; and at last, when the Senate and the opponents of the
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legislation had worked their will upon the Sherman antitrust
bill as it was first presented, it was in such shape that he him-
self could not vote for it. His opponents had succeeded in their
purpose, and they had so loaded it down with objectionuble
amendments that the author of the bill himself would not vote
for it. and he asked that it be recommitted. As I recollect, he
himself asked that it be recommitted to the Judiciary Commit-
tee. It went to that committee, and five or six days later it
emerged therefrom, and contemporanecus historians say that in
the committee it was redrafted, recast, and rewritten by the
Senator from Massachusetts, Mr. Hoar. That seems fo be the
general understanding and the general agreement now. I am
indebted for that piece of information toc the junior Senator
from Indiana [Mr. Keex], who says Senator Hoar sets it out
in his autobiography. Senator Edmunds, who for years was
regarded as the author of the bill, admits that Senator Hoar
really wrote it when it was recommitted to the Judiciary Com-
mittee. That Senator, with the sentiments in his breast which
caused him to question the legislation, to insist upon its amend-
ment, to ask for a declaration by the author as to what its
object was, fo point out the beneficent character of these or-
ganizations of labor, wrote the bill that we are asked to believe
was intended to apply to labor organizations as well as to the
Standard OIl Co. and the Sugar Trust, which were then almost
the sole objects of the legislative action, because we did not
have the brood of trusts and gigantic corporations then that
we have to deal with now.

There were, as I recollect, but two industrial combinations
which then were raiding the American people, and the legisla-
tors had them in mind, and had nothing else and no one else
in mind. Senator Hoar of Massachusetfs, when he wrote that
legislation, had them in mind, and expressly stated that he not
only did not have organizations of labor in mind, but that he
wanted to protect them, so that by no mischance should they
come within the provisions of this drastic law. Yet the highest
courts have solemnly said that there is nothing in the bill -or
in the debates to show that it was not the intention of the
Congress to make this law apply to-everybody—individuals,
corporations, and organizations of every character.

Mr. CUMMINS. Mr. President—

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. MartiNe of New Jersey in
the chair). Does the Senator from New Jersey yield to the
Senator from Iowa?

Mr. HUGHES. Certainly.

Mr. CUMMINS. I have heard the phase of the history of
this law just suggested by the Senator from New Jersey devel-
oped here several times; but there is one view of it which I
think ought to be borne in mind, and which very greatly
strengthens the position now taken by the Senator from New
Jersey.

The Sherman bill was not at all like the antitrust law. The
thing that was prohibited or made unlawful in the Sherman
bill, over which the debate raged for a year or two, and to
which the amendment of the Senator from Mississippi, Mr.
George, was offered, was interference with free, full competi-
tion. The words “ restraint of trade” were not used in that
bill. It was thought by some that a prohibition against free,
full competition might include labor unions. When, however,
the bill went to the Judiciary Committee for the first time—it
had theretofore been dealt with in the Finance Committee—and
when either Senator Hoar or Senator Edmunds, it makes no
difference which one of them it was, wrote a substitnte for
the bill, the words used were * restraint of trade or commerce,”
and the thing made unlawful was the restraint of trade or
commerce, or monopoly. In my opinion, it never entered the
mind of any man of that time that a labor union organized
for the benefit of its members and to advance thelr interests
in wages, in hours, in conditions, could be regarded as a re-
straint of trade. That suggestion was left for a much later
period; and I have always thought that this difference between
the Sherman bill as it was debated on the floor of the Senate
and what we know as the antitrust law emphasized the point
that has just been made by the Senator from New Jersey.

I am not saying, of course, that the members of a labor union
can not do something that will restrain trade. That is a mere
matter of what they do; but a labor union in and of itself,
brought together for the purpose of advancing the wages of the
members or bettering their condition, was never dreamed of at
that time as being in any possible event a restraint of trade.

Mr. HUGHES. I am very much obliged to the Senator from
Towa for his contribution to this discussion. I can see the ex-
treme importance and the relevancy of what he has said,
although I confess that if I ever did know it I have forgotten it
I am spenking now entirely from memory, without notes, and
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relying upon my general recollection of past investigations; but
if it is necessary, if there is any honest doubt remaining in the
mind of any man—and I confess that for the life of me I can
not see how there can be—that it was not the infent of the legis-
lators to make this drastic law apply to organizations of labor,
it seems to me it must be dissipated by this fact:

Since the passage of this law, unless these men were either
impliedly or expressly exempted from it, they have been existing
and operating, a great many of them at least, in absolute and
utter violation of it. Can anyone doubt that a strike threat-
ened or carried into effect by a body of men like the Brotherhood
of Railroad Engineers of the United States wounld be a violation
of the Sherman law, if it is once admitted that the law is in-
tended to include them within its terms?

We talk about the operations of the Danbury Hat Co. as in
some indirect and far-fetched way affecting interstate commerce
becanse it prevented the sale of an article in one State when
made in another. But what about the explicit express and in-
tended act of an erganization the object of which is to prevent
commerce between two States?

The Senator from Ohio [Mr. PoumEreNE] yesterday called at-
tention to a threatened strike of the rallroad employees west of
Chicago a week or two ago, and he seemed to deplore the fact
that this law would make it impossible to enjoin those men in
that strike. But suppose the controversy had not been settled
and that strike had been called, it was admitted by everybody
and it must be admitted by everyone that that would not only
restrain cominerce, but it would absolutely for the time being
destroy it.

Here is an organization of men banded together in combina-
tion under an agreement to do something that is not only going
to restrain commerce, but is going to end commerce for the time
being. Not only that, but they threaten in advance that they
are going to conspire together, and then they are going to com-
mit acts in conspiracy. If the Sherman antitrast law applies to
organizations of labor, dealing directly or indirectly with goods
which enter into interstate commerce, certainly every train-
men's organization operating over a road which fraverses two
or more States must be in utter violation of this law by the very
purpose of its existence.

The primary purpose of its existence iz to bargain collectively
with their employers for its members. It is to relieve them,
to take away the terrific handicap which the individual labors
under when he goes to his incorporated employer and tries to
make a bargain. They found out a good many hundred years
ago that they could make a better bargain with ome man
gpeakin~ for all than when going individually. The union was
forced into existence because of hard conditions placed upon
employees by employers.

You could destroy every union in the United States in six
months, you could destroy a union anywhere as soon as the
members of the onion became convinced that their employers
were men of such character that they would always receive
what their services were worth and that they would be treated
as they should be treated. The union is only a shield, a pro-
tection, a growth made necessary by the hard conditions im-
posed upon the weak by the strong.

What is the object of the union? The object is to bargain
collectively. What power have they? They walk into the
office of the president of a railroad company and say, “We
are not receiving enough wages,” or “We are working toe
many hours,” or “We have to lie over too many hours at this
place or that place and waste time away from home for which
we do nof get paid.” The president of the railroad company
listens to the demand, talks with them, pleads with them, and
argues with them, reasons with them. Why does he do that
instead of dismissing them and sending them out? He knows
that the members of these railroad unions can work or not, as
they like. He knows that these men have the power to stop
the wheels of his trains and his locomotives. He knows that
these men have the power to stop commerce, to restrain com-
merce, perhaps to destroy for the time being commerce through-
out the territory served by the railroad company.

Is there any question about that? We read frequently in
the newspapers of the ultimatums presented by men and the
reply by the owners of railroads. Do they not even vote upon
it? Have not the polls been published in the nmewspapers of
the United States? No one can doubt, no one ever could doubt
but that here was an organization of men the very purpose of
which was to restrain, to destroy, if necessary, for the time
being commerce between the States, and the more effectively
they could make their interruption or restraint of commerce the
more likely they were to succeed.

Why is it that for all those years from 1800 down no one has
aftempted to invoke that law against these railroad organiza-

tions? I will tell yon why. The railroad organizations are
too powerful, The railroad organizations are in a position to |
interfere with trade and commerce. If the provisions of the '
law did include them the railroad presidents would be loath
to invoke it against them.

But here and there is an organization of men who are not
powerfnl, who are not rich, who have not many connections,
and these men have been selected by district attoneys here and
an attorney general there for the purpose of testing out this
law, of carrying it on, encroaching further and further upon
the rights of the laboring people of the country, until within |
a year or two they became convinced that unless this law was |
repealed or modified a great war was coming; that, as soon
as the heads of the great corporations of the couniry were '
satisfied of their position and satisfied of their power, the at-
tempt would finally be made to make that law mean what some
boldly say now it means, that every combination, organization,
or association that has for its purpose directly or indirectly
the impeding or restraining of commerce between the States
falls within the provisions of the Sherman law, and that these
organizations are criminal per se.

There was a situation existing in another body when this
matter first came up which made it impossible for that body
to act along certain lines. Bills could be introduced, amend-
ments could be introduced, but careful arrangements had been
made that those bills and those amendments should never get
beyond the committees to which they were referred. It was
comparatively easy to make such arrangements, and they were
made. Nevertheless, it was sought to test the sentiment of the
other body on this particular guestion, and an amendment was
offered to an appropriation bill four years ago, as I recollect
it, and that House, then Republican overwhelmingly, passed
that limitation on an appropriation bill which said in effect,
which said as nearly as could be saild in the limited way in
which the House can legislate in that manner, that this law did
not and should not be applied to organizations of labor.

That started this fight. The manufacturing associations and
the Federation of Labor joined issue in the next campaign.
Lists were published of the Members who voted for and of the
Members who voted against. The Manufacturers' Association
furnished a list of every man who voted in favor of this
limitation on the Attorney General's fund which prevented
him from the prosecution of organizations of labor under the
law; the American Federation and allied organizations fur-
nished a list of the men who voted in favor of the limitation;
and those two great organizations, one of them was a great
organization and the other was supposed to be a great organiza-
tion, joined issue and fought that contest on that limitation.

It was some time ago, and I have not paid any attention fo it
for a long time, but it is my recollection that something like
80 Members of the other body, who took the national manu-
facturers' side of that question, after a thorough discussion in
the campaign, were defeated at the polls, and if my recollection
serves me correctly not a single Member who was attacked by
the Manufacturers' Association for his vote upon that limita-
tion failed to come back to the House.

It was in that situation that the Democratic Party took con-
trol of the House of Representatives, and I had the personal
assurance of not less than 10 Republican Members of Congress
that the reason why they were defeated was that they had
voted against this attempt to take the organizations of labor,
as the House could do it at that time, out from within the pro-
visions of the Sherman antitrust law.

The American people do not want oragnizations of labor
classed with the Standard Oil Co. and the Sugar Trust. They
can see the difference, whether legislators or judges can or not.
They know that there is a world of difference between these
organizations as organizations and between their acts and
practices, and they know there is a world-wide difference be-
tween the effect that the acts and practices of the Standard Ofl
Co. have upon the people of the United States and the effect
that the operations of the American Federation of Labor has
upon the people of the United States.

I can assure my colleagues in this Chamber that the Ameri-
can people have no difficulty at all in making this distinction.
They have made it alrendy, and I can say to my brethren in this
body that they, teo. should be able to make the distinction.

These men have been conducting this fight against terrifie
odds for years and years, and the inherent justice of their
eause, in my judgment, regardless of what this body or any
other legislative body will do for them, has trinmphed. Public
opinion aroused by them, aroused by the mere exhibitien of
their wrongs and their grievances, has won this fight for them.,
We are halting lamely behind that public opinion. When we
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pass this law we are scarcely abreast of the foremost judges of
the land.

The Senator from Idaho [Mr. Boram] and I had a contro-
versy yesterday with reference to whether this legislation was
needed or not, and as somebody said about the Equator, a great
deal is to be said on both sides, There are judges who are as
far apart on this very question as the poles. There are judges
who believe that every organization of labor which is in a posi-
tion to affect directly or indirectly interstate commerce is
within the provisions of this law. There are opinions, only
recently rendered by the courts, which take the opposite view.
We can not afford to leave to occupants of the Federal bench
who qualified for their places by serving the National Manufac-
turers’ Association the decision of this question—men who as
Jegislators served other masters than the people; who earned
the condemmation of the people and were turned from their
service, repudiated; men upon the bench who for those reasons
were embittered by their defeat, with their inherent hatred of
the laboring people of the connfry intensified by their humili-
ation, vented their spleen by racking their brain for a more
and more drastic provision to put in their restraining orders.
There are some of these gentlemen on the bench yet. I do not
want it to be within the power of a single one of them to point
1o any legislative warrant for what he does.

I regret, of course, that the Judiciary Committee on this side,
and on the other side, too, for that matter, did not have the
courage of the British Parliament, that they were not as down-
right thoroughgoing and honest as the British Parliament,
which said in ferms by means of the trade disputes act that
laws of any kind which would interfere with the operation of
these bodies should not apply to them. And understand, when
we pass this law we leave every organization of labor subject
to the laws of the State in which it is located.

I say for the comfort of the gentlemen who in their hearts
hate these men, that there is still law enough to fill the
penitentiary with representatives of organized and unorganized
labor in this country; that every State in the Union, every
county prosecutor can harass them, any sheriff ean arrest them,
every county judge can try them, grand juries ean indiet, and
local juries can convict them and send them to the penitentiary.
It is not so in England. The Parlinment acted by means of the
trade disputes act and said these men should be permitted to
conduct their organizations and do a great many of the things
we propose to permit them to do here, and a great many other
things at which we throw up our hands in holy horror.

Mr. CULBERSON. Mr. President—

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Asuurst in the chair).
Does the Senator from New Jersey yield to the Senator from
Texas?

Mr. HUGHES. Certainly.

Mr, CULBERSON. Probably I did not understand the Sen-
ator correctly, but do I understand him to make the assertion
that the Congress of the United States has power to legalize
the existence of labor organizations against the laws of the
separate States?

Mr. HUGHES. No; the Senator misunderstood me. I may
have given that impression but that is not the point I am trying
to make. I think I will clear it up in a minute or two. I
was simply caling attention to the action of the British Parlia-
ment. The criticism I made in which the Senator would be
interested was an expression of regret. 1 am not criticizing the
Senator or criticizing his committee. I am as familiar with the
history of this legislation as anybody can possibly be and with
the history of the present attempt to cure the evils complained
of. I have no criticism to make of the Senator. On the con-
trary, I have found him and the members of his committee to be
eager and anxious to cooperate in this movement fo the extent
that they thought it would be possible to go. I regret that it
was not possible to go as far as the British Parliament went.
Then I said that when the British Parliament acted it was not
acting only upon members of organizations who were engaged
in interstate commerce directly or indirectly but that the law
ran into every hamlet in England and controlled every county
prosecutor and every grand jury and every petit jury and every
judge.

Mr. CULBERSON. The Senator of course understands that
that would be impossible under our form of government.

Mr. HUGHES. Of course, I understand that it would be im-
possible, I am just calling attention to the fact that this legis-
lation falls far short, in a Federal way, of what the British
Parliament granted to its workingmen. Yet we are compelied
because of our dual system of government to leave it subject
to the laws of the various States. What would the laboring
people have been getting if you had taken them out from
within the provisions of this act? What would they have been

getting from the Federal Government, when it is admitted that
we leave them subject to the laws of every State? Was it too
much to ask that they be exempted entirely from the operation
of that law?

Mr. BORAH. AMr, President——

The PRESIDENG OFFICER. Does the Senator from New
Jersey yield to the Senator from Idaho?

Mr, HUGHES. Certainly.

Mr. BORAH. The Senator says that they are left to the
laws of each and every State. I do not suppose the Senator
means it that way; but it is 2o ofien said here that this and
that must be left to the States, as if there were a superior
virtue in the Congress of the United States to that which exists
in the legislatures of the respective States.

I do not think there are any more compefent bodies to pass
upon questions in the respective States than the legislatures of
those States. They make mistakes because they are human,
but I do not think that because these matters are left fo the
States there is any reason to suppose that the States are going
to be unfair in the laws which they pass. We have every rea-
gon to believe that the laboring men will share in as wise and
just legislation at the hands of the States, with reference to
those matters which are peculiar in the States, as they would
in Congress. Does not the Senator think so? :

Mr. HUGHES. I do nof think anything to the contrary. I
was not referring to the fact that this legislation ought to be
left to the States. I was simply calling attention to the fact
that there is now legislation in practically every State of the
Union on this subject of one kind or another, but none going so
far as the British Parliament went in the trades-disputes act.
No matter if they are not prosecuted under the Sherman Anti-
trust Act, or if not prosecuted under the modified law which
it is hoped we may here pass, they are still subject to prose-
cutions in the various counties of the States in which they live.
We can not do much for them in the nature of things. Every
one of these organizations has its locul habitation and its name,
It operates through its organization and its oflicers.

Mr. BORAH. I know, so far as my State is concerned, the
legislature enacted labor legislation which was satisfactory to
labor in reference to eight hours a day, and protecting them in
the mines, and so forth, years before Congress acted upon it,

Mr. HUGHES. Exactly. I do not know whether I am mak-
ing myself clear or not, but I am simply calling attention to
the fact that these men are now resting under a doable load of
adverse legislation, because their activities are cireumseribed,
to a greater or less extent, in every State in the Union. There
is not a single State in the Union of which I have any knowl-
edge which has given them legislation as favorable as the British
Parliament has given to the workingmen of England. There
was no legislature that had the courage to stand up against
the assaults of this discredited organizalon, powerful, indced,
at one time; I have seen its agents go to high places in public
life in this country. There has not been a legislature of a
State in the Union, so far as I know, which was courageous
enough to stand up and look this outfit in the eye and do what
the British Parliament did for the degraded paunper labor of
England and Europe, as the phrase goes. The Senator is un-
doubtedly familiar with it.

Mr. CHILTON. Mr. President—

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from New
Jersey yield to the Senator from West Virginia?

Mr, HUGHES, Certainly.

AMr. CHILTON. Does not the Senator think that his ex-
pression and the expression of the Senator from Idaho that
we are leaving anything to the States is the rankest kind of
reasoning, but in which the Senator has unfortunately drifted?
We can not leave anything to the States. The States are all
powerful, except as they grant some power fo us. We are now
attempting to give within the powers that are granted to us
to guarantee such rights and to extend such freedom to labor
as we are enabled to do. Can the Senator suggest any other
field in which we ecan legislate except under the grant to
regulate interstate commerce? Can the Senator suggest that
we can go further in those lines than the House and the Sen-
ate seem willing to go at this time?

‘Mr. HUGHES. I seem to be very unfortunate in my attempts
to make myself clear, I did not want anyone to understand
that I thought Congress or the Senator's committee should not
attempt to legislate on this subject or take away the rights of
the States fo legislate.

Mr. CHILTON. That ig all vight. I did not want to inter-
rupt the Senator, but T knew he wanted to be clear about it.

Mr. HUGHES. I am simply trying to call attention to the
fact that even if we give everything that is in our power,
even if in the express terms we shouid take these men from
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within the provisions ef the law, we would still leave them
subject to the jurisdiction of the various States of the Union,
which have all sorts of laws on this subject and none of which
are as liberal as the British act of which I spoke, which op-
erates In every part of England. That is all I desire to say.

Mr. CHILTON, Just in this connection, if the Senator will
permit me——

Mr. HUGHES. Certainly.

Mr. CHILTON. Of course that law operates in Eugland, be-
cause there is no constitutional limitation there on Parliament.

Mr, HUGHES. I said that in the beginning. I said on ac-
count of our dual form of government it was not possible for
Congress to do the same thing. I do not want any member
of the committee to think in anything I am saying that I am
implying eriticism. I realize that the members of this com-
mittee have gone as far as they thought they could go, and I
agree with them. T am in absolute and utter harmony with
them, but I would like to go farther. We know the hue and
cry that can be and has been raised and is being raised now
against all this sort of legislation. We take what we can get.
The laboring men of the United States of America have been
taking what they could get ever since I can remember. They
have, with hat in hand, been haunting the corridors of this
Capitol, begging for a chance to be heard. They have been
humble and suppliant; they haye been asking for a chance to
keep their organizations and to perfect them; they have asked
for legislation which would put into effect other legislation
which was granted to them before a presidential campaign, but
which was suspended by the decision of the Attorney General
after the campaign. They spent years and years in getting an
eight-hour law upon the statute books, a law providing that
eight hours should constitute a day’s employmeni on work done
by or for the Government, That law had been enacted, I think,
back in 1802, with a great flourish of trumpets, and the gentle-
man who introduced it in the other body went info the cam-
paign in the State of Ohio as the author of that great measure.
Although he had previously been defeated for Congress, he
introduced that measure in the short session, during which he
had yet to serve before his term expired, and the bill was
passed. Ile then went into the campaign as the author of that
bill and was returned as governor of the State by an over-
whelming majority, and afterwards became the President of
ithe United States as the father of the eight-hour law, a law
which was suspended by a decision of the Atforney General
before the returns were counted. From that time on——

Mr. BORAH. The eight-hour law was suspended by the
Attorney General?

Mr. HUGHES. I do not mean actually suspended by order
of the Attorney General, but they put a comma in or took a
comma out of the law, and then building, construction, and other
work done by or on behalf of the Government could be carried
on under an 8-hour day or a 16-hour day or any other kind of
a day.

I called the attention of the man who is now supposed to be
the great exponent of the laboring people of this country,
then President of the United States, Theodore Roosevelt, to
the fact that there was being built a great reservoir in the city
of Washington, that there was an eight-hour law upon the
statute books, that the Republican Party had taken great pride
in the fact that it had passed that law, that a revered and
honored member of their party, then dead, had been pointed to
as the author of that law; and I told him that I had been on
the ground and had seen the work being carried on; that the
work was being done by and for the Government directly, with-
out the intervention of any confractor, the Government engi-
neers being in charge and in confrol of it, and that they were
operating under a 10-hour day, working two shifts 10 hours
each, one shift working by electric light. I called his attention
to that myself in person so that there would not be any gues-
tion about it. I wanted to ascertain the facts. That was in the
old days when public men did not have fo be sincere, when
men were only expected to make pretense about election time.
They did not rely upon the people for nomination; they did
not rely upon the people for election. Politics was a game of
huncombe; and the man who most successfully practiced bun-
combe was the most successful politician. That day has passed.

Mr. BORAH. It must be since the Panama Canal tolls bill
was passed.

Mr, HUGHES. I will not permit the Senator from Idaho to
divert me. I called the attention of the then President of the
United States to the fact that this vaunted eight-hour law had
virtually been suspended by the decision of the Attorney General
in various instances, and that, whatever the merit of the Attor-
ney General's decision was, there could not be any guestion in
this particular case that that $3,000,000 worth of work was being

done in the Distriet of Columbia for the Government and by
the Government, and that the law was being violated. To make
a long story short, there was considerable correspondence which
I returned by request. I was informed that this was an emer-
gency proposition. I did not even take the trouble to eall the
attention of the President to the fact that on an emergency
proposition they could work 24 hours a day instead of 20 hours,
three 8-hour shifts instead of two shifts of 10 hours., That
was in 1904, as I recollect. It was not until Inst year or the
year before last that the laboring people of this country were
able to get on the statute books legislation overcoming that
decision of the Attorney General

They have not asked for much and they have gotten a great
deal less. I started out by saying that I would like to have
seen the Congress of the United States pass an act reading
something like this:

Be it enacted,
or combination EI“&;O'I}: %J:?eapcém%mes’l?n url?nsggg ﬁf ::ntmﬂfg
or furtherance a trade dispute, not be actionable unless the act, if
done without any such agreement or combination, would be actionable.

I wish we could even have gotten that far. There is nothing
in this bill which goes so far as that. The first paragraph of
the British trades-dispute act—and, as I said a while ago, that
fct runs into every nook and corner of the Kingdom and is
controlling upon every prosecuting officer and every grand and
petit juror—reads:

It shall be lawful for
behalf or on behaif of am‘::a&::'umgrne 1?1? rg«;n:.nn;ﬁﬂgmon ﬂ;enifp!m
or firm in contemplation or furtherance of a trade dispute, to attend,
at or mear a house or place where a person resides or works or carries
on business or ﬂﬁpens to be, If they so attend merely for the purpose of

peacefully o or communieating information, or of peaccfully
persuading any person to work or abstain from working,

That meat was too strong for the gentle stomachs of the
American people, as their views are expressed by the Manufac-
turers’ Assoeiation and kindred associations. That language
could nmot have been adopted; that langunge is mot in this bill,
The act continues:

An action against a trade-union, whether of workmen or masters,
or against any or officials thereof on behalf of themselves
and all other members of the trade-union iIn respect of any tortions
act alleged to have been committed by or on behalf of the trade-unien,
ghall not be entertained by any court.

They seem to have gone mad over there. Parliament seems
to be absolutely and utterly bereft of reason. Evidently they
can not see any relation at all between an ordinary eonspirator
who is conspiring to murder somebody or to burglarize his
house and labor unions. The British Parliament sees the widest
distinction between those two kinds of comspirators. They
seem to think that the interests of the British workmen are
paramount and supreme over the necessities of everybody else
in the land, and that they can permit them to organize and
encourage them to organize and make it possible for them to
procure reasonable wages and to enforce sanitary conditions,
and that they in turn perhaps will be able to educate and feed
their children and bring them up as they should be brought up.
They seem to have some sort of an illusion that that will be
a good thing for the Britlsh Empire.

Wo are under no ‘llusion over here. There is not a State in
the Union, so far as I know, that has an act of this kind or one
go liberal as this. We know that it is not even attempted here
to come within miles of it; and it is known that even if we did
we still would leave these men subject to the various jurisdie-
tions in which they live and operate. No; we prate about ihe
American weorkman in our political platforms and we excuse
the system of tariff robbery on the ground that the robbers are
going to hand their plunder down to the workers. There is
only one way in which they ean be compelled to hand it down;
there is only one weapon that will permit an American work-
man to plunge his hand into the employer’s pocket and get his
sghare of the loot that has been wrung from the American people,
and that is the strike. One of these conspiracies, one of these
combinations and agreements that may be in restraint of tradeis
the only weapon he has had, but you have given his employers
themselves many ; you have permitted them to capture this loot,
and you have said you have done so on behalf of these American
workmen. That is what you said; your platforms reek with it;
there is not a platform that you have adopted for the past 25
or 30 years that does not say that. You pride yourselves upon
being class legislators. You have two classes—employers and
employees. You give the employers the right to loot and
plunder, and you say we do so because we know they will pass
it down. As the present Secretary of State one time said, yon
have appointed the employers trustees, you have made them
executors or administrators, but you have not asked them to
give bond.
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Mr. WEEKS. Mr. President—

Th. PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from New
Jersey yield to the Senator from Massachusetts?

Mr. HUGHES. I do.

Mr. WEEKS. It is hardly necessary, I think, to comment on
the language of the Senator referring to the benefits of a pro-
tective tariff.

Mr. HUGHES. I do not insist that the Senator comment
on it.

Mr. WEEKS. But it seems to me that if there is any con-
nection between high wages and the legislation to which the
Senator has been referring as prevailing in Great Britain we
would nuturally expect to see better wages in Great Britain
than here; and he knows, just as everybody knows, that the
wages here are from 25 to 100 per cent higher in the same in-
dustries than they are in that country.

Mr. MARTINE of New Jersey. The American workmsn pos-
sibly performs from 25 to 100 per cent more work than does the
average Englishman. Our workmen do not get any move than
they are entitied to at that.

Mr., HUGHES. What difference does the suggestion of the
Senator from Massachusetts make? I do not care to discuss
that with the Senater. I can reply to the Senator by saying
that even if his statement is trme, which it may or may not
be, yet——

M};. WEEKS. The Senator knows it is true, does he not?

Mr. HUGHES. No: I do not know that it is true, as the
Senator states it: but even assuming that it is true, the British
workman is getting twice as much—and perhaps that is as
nearly true as the Senator's statement—as is his Freoch
brother, who Is living under a high protective policy; but I do
not eare to go into that.

Mr. WEEKS. But that statement, Mr. President, s not cor-
rect.

Mr. HUGHES. I think it Is more correct than the Senator's
statement ; but we can not decide that now.

The fact remains that the Senator will probably vote against
this bill. I do not know as to that. I hope he will not do so;
but be probably will vote against it, or against this provision
at any rate. He never had any idea in his mind when he voted
for the protective tariff to do anything except to benefit the
laboring people of this country, but I want to tell him now that
if he wants to benefit the laboring people of this country he
should give them a chance to combine and organize, to enter
into combinations and agreements which may or may not re-
strain trade, so that they can deal collectively and effectively
with their emiployers. Then they will get even higher wages
than thie wages which the Senator thinks now are so generous,
but which the laboring people of Fall River did not think were
S0 generous a year or two ago, which my people in the eity of
Paterson did not think were so generous, and which I myself
do net think were generous,

Mr. WEEKS. But the Senator puts words in my mouth which
I did not use.

My, HUGHES. Then I withdraw them.

Mr. WEEKS. T did not say that wages were generous or
overgenerous; I said that wages were materially higher, and if
the laws of Great Britain were so favorable to the laboring
men, we would naturally suppese that they would benefit be-
cause of them.

Mr, HUGHES. The Senator does not have to take my opin-
jon with reference to the laws of England being favorable to
the laboring men. The Senator can read the proposed legisla-
tion now pending, and he ean read the law which is on the
statute books of England, and I will take his judgment as to
whether or not the English law is more favorable on this par-
ticular question,

Now, I ean mot be diverted into a tariff discussion. The
Senator is familiar with my views on that subject and I am
familiar with his. The tariff has not anything to do with this
matter, except that your tariff has been perpetrating a fraud
and humbug upen the laboring people of this country for years
by pretending that a high tariff rate is for the benefit of the
laboring people. If you were interested in the laboring people
youn would be in favor of legislation which would permit them
to organize and to operate as organizations in order to protect
themselves agninst combinations of capital which are so much
more powerful than they are.

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President— 2

The PRESIDING OFFICEIL. Does the Senator from New
Jersey yield to the Senator from Nebraska?

Mr. HUGHES. Certainly.

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, sinee the Senator has so often
in his remarks undertaken to make a partisan guestion of this

matter and has charged up to a political party all the sins that
have come from bad legislation on this particular subject, I
want to ask him if he charges the deficiencies of this legislation
now pending to the Republican Party? If he claims that the
bil’ now before the Senate does not go to the extent to which
he thinks it ought to go, why not, then, put the responsibility
on the Democratic Party, for they are certainly in power now?

Mr. HUGHES. They are perfectly willing to take that re-
sponsibility.

Mr. NORRIS. The Senator ought to place the responsibility
where it belongs, then.

Mr. HUGHES. The Senator is as familiar with the situation
that exists here as I can possibly be.

Mr, NORRIS. I think I understand the situation.

Mr. HUGHES. The Senator has had legislative experience
enough to know that frequently a party may be in control, and
yet the defection of a few men, united with a determined mi-
nority, can defeat legislation. 5

Again, I wish to say that I do not expect the Democratic
Party to follow me blindly in these matters, or to go as far as I
would have them go. I am simply trying to show you where I
should like to have them go. I do not want the Senator to say
that I am attempting to give a partisan tinge to this question.

Mr. NCRRIS. I do not want to do so; but I have been sur-
prised somewhat at some of the things the Senator has said,
because I have been familiar with the Senator's activities in
Congress. 1 entered the House at the same time he did. and I
voted for certain propositions there affecting labor, just as he
did; but he undertakes here every little while to put the re-
sponsibilty for the lack of legislation on the Republican Party,
and then gives a bouquet to the Democratic Party for what they
are doing, and In the next breath says that what is being done
now is not at all satisfactory: that it is not at all equal to what
has been done over in England. Just as a matter of fairness,
it seems to me that the Senator——

Mr. HUGHES. T think I have been absolutely fair—

Mr. NORRIS (continuing). Ought to place the responsibility
where it properly rests.

Mr. HUGHES. I have not thrown any bouquets at anybody.
I very frankly stated that, even if we did everything that the
British Parliament did with reference to this question, we
would still be leaving the laboring men subject to the laws of
the various jurisdictions.

Mr. NORRIS. But we are not doing that; we do not propose
to do that by the bill now pending. Does the Senator think that
the President would like to have that done?

Mr. HUGHES. I think so.

Mr. NORRIS. It is true that when he signed the bill that
was once vetoed by President Taft containing the restriction as
to the use of funds allotted for prosecutions under the Sherman
law, he also signed a notation in connection with it in which
he expressed the same views that President Taft had expressed
when he vetoed the same proposal.

Mr. HUGHES. I will say that I do not know whether or not
the President would be as willing to go as far as the trades-
dispute act goes, because I have never discussed that question
with him. I was not a member of either committee having
Jjurisdiction of the matter, and I had no desire to be oflicious or
to attempt to shape legislation with which I had no particular
or exclusive connection. 1 will say, however, that I am per-
fectly familiar with the reasons why the President made the
memorandum with reference to the limitation on the sundry
civil bill, and I agree with him in the main. The amendinent
to the sundry civil bill, as the Senator will recollect, was of-
fered because of a situation which existed in a certain body
with which the Senator is more familiar than any man in the
United States. The Senator is not going to deny. I know, that
committees were choked in a certain legislative body, and that
action could not be had along certain lines. The Senstor was as
vigorous an opponent of the policy that resulted in those things
as there was anywhere in the United States—I might say the
most vigorous apponent.

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from New
Jersey yield further to the Senator from Nebraska?

Mr. HUGHES. Just let me finish this sentence, and then I
will yield.

That amendment was offered as a limitation upon an appro-
priation bill for the purpose of testing the sense of the other
House. It tested the sense of the House, and served its purpose,
I do not think it Is wise legislation to tie up a fund with a
limitation: I do not think it is good legislation to abolish a
judge by refusing to appropriante for his salary; I think the best
way is to honestly abolish his office. and if I had been the
President of the United States I would have been tempted to
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say something such as he said. T was the author of the amend-
ment.

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from New
Jersey yield to the Senator from Idaho?

Mr. HUGHES. 1 first yield to the Senator from Nebraska
[Mr. Nogris].

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, T recognize that the Senator
was the author of that amendment, and he offered it in the
House of Representatives before the present administration
came into power. I was one of the Senator’s supporters on that
oceasion and helped in my weak way to put that propesition on
an appropriation bill. Then later a similar provision was put
on an appropriation bill that was sent to President Wilson.

Mr, HUGHES. I can net accept the Senator's statement as to
Lis help being wenk.

Mr. NORRIS. The Senator was not asserting when he was
putting the question up to a Republican President that it was
improper to enact such legislation, but when a Democratic Presi-
dent takes the same ground he assists him in making his
apology. Now, I can see only this difference—and I am sur-
prised to-day that the Senator has so offen intimated it in his
remarks, because I have always thought a great deal of his
independence in the stand that he has taken since he has been a
Member of Congress—that he condemns an action If it origi-
nates in one political party and apologizes for it when it is con-
summated by another political party.

Mr. HUGHES. The Senator insists on quarreling with me,
but I do not want him to quarrel with me, because he is too
good a friend of mine and we have fought shoulder to shoulder
on too many occasions for us to part over a fancied difference
now, for there is no real difference between us.

Mr. NORRIS. T am not quarreling with the Senator on this
provision of the bill; I am in favor of this provision.

Mr. HUGHES. I understand that; I know that without
asking,

Mr. NORRIS. And I want to see it enacted into law,; but the
Senator Is not satisfied with it. I am not saying that his propo-
sition would not be better than the one proposed, but because he
wants fo go further, it seems to me—perbaps I am wreng in my
conclusions—because this provision in the bill does not suit
him, he is condemning another political party, that is now out
of power, because they have not enacted any law along the lines
of the British law, and then he turns to his party, which is in
power, and says, “ You have gone as far as you could be ex-
pected to go; you have done well; it is all right; everything is
lovely; you have done just what you ought to have done.” It
occurs to me the rule onght to work both ways.

Mr. HUGHES. Mr. President, the Senator does me a great
injustice there. When I referred fo our attempt to get another
party to act, I was referring to the eight-hour bill, which was
enacted Into law precisely as we had been attempting and as I
had been attempting to get another party to enact it into law.

The laboring people of the United States are satisfied with
this legislation. They are afraid to jeopardize their chances of
getting any legislation, because they have not much confidence
in the real regard of the Congress—I will put it in that way—
for them, and they are afraid to jeopardize their chances of get-
ting any legislation by insisting upon getting more than there is
in this bill as it came Zrom the House. They are satisfied, and
nobody is authorized to go any further in their name. So much
for that.

I have been constantly referring to the attitude of the Repub-
lican Party toward the Iaboring people of this country, because
the speeches which have been made against this proposition
have been made against it in the main on the ground that it was
class legislation. It is unfortunate that I have not made myself
clear. I have a vivid recollection of the service that was ren-
dered by the Senator from Nebraska and a great many other
members, net only of the Progressive Party but a great many
members of the Republican Party, for the limitation upon the
Attorney General’s fund went on a bill in a Republican House.
The first time that it ever was offered and the first time, in my
recollection, that either House of Congress had expressed its
opinion as to whether or not the Sherman law did include or
ought to include organizations of labor was at that time when
the House was under Republican control.

I regret if I have appeared to show any spirit of partisanship
in this matter, because it is not a partisan matter, and ought
not to be a partisan matter. It is within the power of the Sen-
ate now to give the organizations of labor everything for which
they are asking in this bill. Praetically, it is possible to take
organized labor out of politics in this country and let them
divide along natural lines, ag they ought to divide. Nobody

would deplore more than I the building up of a class-conscious
party of any kind in this country.

Mr. LIPPITT. Mr, President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from New Jersey
yield to the Senator from Rhode Island?

Mr. HUGHES. Certainly.

Mr. LIPPITT. I have been rather interested in the Senator's
views as to how labor ean get higher wages. As I understand
the Republican policy which he criticizes so severely, its pur-
pose is to put a larger sum into the countingroom. The desire
of the Senator from New Jersey is that out of the sum that
goes info the countingroom a larger precentage shall go to labor,
but he criticizes the policy which gives a larger sum to divide.

1t seems perfectly evident to me that a policy which tries to
put a dollar where it can be divided between capital and labor
Is infinitely saperior to a policy which only puts 50 cents where
it can be so divided, and that the division which goes to labor.
even if it is only 75 per cent, is immensely greater when it is
75 per cent of a dollar than though it were 85 per cent of a
half dollar, Neither labor nor eapital ean obtain more than the
whole of what exists. The Republican policy, from the origina-
tion of that party, hus been to make a larger fund that can be
divided between the parties between whom it must be divided—
thﬂ&}t:} iwho contribute the labor and those who contribute the
capital.

Mr. HUGHES. That is true; that is what I was trying to
say; but the Senator has said it better than I could possibly
have said it. I do not want to get into a discussion of the
protective policy; I was only calling attention to it incidentally,
as I tried to explain, to show that the Republican Party is not
opposed to class legislation, because the Republican tariff laws
have been class legislation. You are then legislating for a
class, a class of employers and employees. I only touched on
that incidentally,

Mr. LIPPITT. Will the Senator allow me just one moment?

Mr. HUGHES. Certainly,

Mr. LIPPITT. The Senator has said several times in the last
10 minutes that he did not want the tariff question to enter
into the discussion of the matter which he is considering, but
almost before the words are out of his mouth he begins again
to attack the tariff policy of the Republican Party. It is very
comfortable for him to say “I will attack a Republican policy,
but Senators on the other side must not say a word, because I
do not want that policy discussed.” If the Senator does not
iwml‘tt it discussed, would it not be well to refrain from attack-
ng it?

Mr. HUGHES. I have to carry on this discussion in my own
way. I am not compelled to yield to the Senator; I can do as
he did a day or two ago and decline to yield.

Mr, LIPPITT. On what occasion?

Mr. HUGHES. When the Senator made his last speech, as
I recollect, he signified a desire not fo be interrupted.

Mr. LIPPITT. I have no recollection of having done so. I
think one year ago or so I made a carefully prepared speech,
and may then have expressed a desire of that kind.

Mr. HUGHES. I have a right to carry on this discussion in
my own way.
Mr. LIPPITT. T have no desire to interrupt the Senator, if

he dees not want to be interrupted.

Mr. HUGHES. I have not said that I did not want to be
interrupted, but I do not like the Senator to direct my remarks
into channels which are foreign to the purpose of my argtument.
I am going to say now that I have not made any attempt to
discuss the protective theory as a policy. I have simply called
attention to the fact—and I know the Senator will admit it—
that the Republican Party is devoted to that theory. It be-
lieves in the protective principle. The Senator will admit that,
undoubtedly.

Mr. LIPPITT. I even glory in it

Mr. HUGHES. Yes; undoubtedly. The Senator will also
admit that the protective theory contemplates that a man will
have the privilege, which is denied to others, of doing business
in a certain territory, the aim being for him to get

Mr, LIPPITT. I mill admit that it involves the theory of
having an American citizen do things in America that are
denied to a German or to an Englishman or to a Frenchman.
I do not admit that it denies to any one American citizen the
right to do what any other American citizen ean do.

Mr. HUGHES. Exaetly; I understand the Senator's posi-
tion; but the protective theory is that a manufacturer will get
a little more money for his goods than he would if the country

“were opened np to foreign competition, and that in turn he will

be enabled to pay more wages than he would be able to pay if
the country were opened up to foreign competition. The Sena-
tor will surely admit that?
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- Mr. LIPPITT. T would not put it just that way. I would
put it a little differently ; but the Senator says he does not want
to discuss the tariff, and if we go on we will have a very
lengthy discussion.

Mr. HUGHES. I kuoow. I do not want to discuss it; but I
thought those were protective axioms, I did not know that I
was stating anything debatable; and I was then calling atten-
tion to the fact that the Senator’s party was on record ns desir-
ing to favor the American laboring people as a class.

Mr. LIPPITT. Surely. )

Mr. HUGHES. That it was class legislation, and they would
stand for it so far as it was involved in the protective theory;
that is all. 1 never made a single word of attack upon the pro-
tective theory.

Mr. LIPPITT. If the Senator would not confine his remarks
to the statement that the protective policy is designed to favor
the laborer entirely, to the exclusion of other people in the
United States, I might agree with him. I do not understand
that the Republican protective policy means that. I understand
that the benefit Republicans think accrues from that policy is
distributed over the entire American people.

Mr. HUGHES. Yes; I know. The benefits that will flow
from this policy will be distributed over the entire United
States, but the direct beneficiaries of the protective tariffi—

Mr, LIPPITT. Are the people of the United States,

Mr. HUGHES. Well, the direct beneficiary, first, is the man
wlio gets a little more for his goods than he would get if the
country were opened up to foreign competition. Surely the
Senator and I can agree on that. The Senator ought to be fair
and candid with me. I am trying to be fair and candid with
him.

Mr. LIPPITT. The Senator is leading me into strange paths,
however, or trying to do so.

Mr. HUGHES. 1 think the Senator finds those paths fairly
familiar, but I shall not pursue the discussion any further now.
I must insist on saying, however, whether it harrows the Sena-
tor’s feelings or not, that the Republican Party has claimed to
be guilty of class legislation in favor of the laboring peopie of
the United States. I do not think they have. I acguit them,
so far as I am concerned ; but they have claimed, and they have
written it into their platforms, that they have legislated and
that they are going to legislate in the interest of the laboring
people. They are going to tax, they are going to keep the pro-
tective policy in force, not because of its inherent virtues and
beauties altogether, but because, directly or indireetly, it helps
the laboring men of the United States of America.

Mr. LIPPITT. 1 agree with that

Mr. HUGHES. Of course the Senator agrees with that, and
that is what I have been saying all along.

Mr. LIPPITT. But I do not agree that it helps only the
Iaboring people.

Mr. HUGHES. Of course the Senator's theory is that after
that those benefits are handed down. That is the difference
between the Senator’s theory and mine.

Mr. LIPPITT. And that is all the difference between the
position in which the Senator is trying to place this tariff policy
and the position in which I place it. He is trying to argue that
it favors only one class. He then goes on to say that it favors
all classes, which I agree with.

Mr. HUGHES. 1 say that the Senator believes it favors all
classes, There is no use in my saying to the Senator that I do
not believe in his theory. I do not believe in it any more than
he believes in mine, but I do not want to discuss it. We have
not the time to discuss it. I am simply calling attention to the
fact that it does not lie in the mouth of the Senator to eriticize
this side of the Chamber, or any other body, for passing so-
called class legislation, because his whole theory——

Mr, LIPPITT. Does the Senator believe class legislation is
right?

Mr. HUGHES. Yes; I believe in elass legislation.

‘Mr. LIPPITT. The Senator believes in passing laws that
favor one particular class in opposition to other particular
classes?

Mr. HUGHES. Yes For instance, take this provision in this
bill—

Mr. LIPPITT. I just wanted a statement of the broad.
general principle. The Senator says he thinks class legislation
is right.

Mr. HUGHES. The Senator has just admitted that the pro-
tective theory involves a favor to the working class.

Mr. LIPPITT. I have not admitted it at all in the way the
Benator means it. I have said, over and over again, that it
involves a benefit to all the people. Now, the Senator says that
he believes legislation ought to be passed which favors one class
to the disadvantage of the others.

Mr, HUGHES. Why, certainly, The Constitution of the
United States provides for a class. The Constitution of the
United States provides that the press shall be free. If I
threaten youn with an injury, you may bind me over to keep
the peace; you may take other steps; but if a newspaper of the
United States threatens to make an attack on you, which may
destroy you politically and socially, it is permitted to do it. It
takes the consequences and pays for the consequences after-
wards; but it can do it. You will find other classes provided
for in the Constitution of the United States. Let me ecall your
attention to a eclass in the bill now before us as it came over
from the House. It has been stricken out by the Senate com-
mittee, for what reason I do not know; I hope not for the
reason that it was class legislation.

Mr. McCUMBER. Mr. President, let me ask the Senator
right there, if he will, whether I understand him correctly.
1f I understood him aright, he said that the press had rights
that individuals do not have?

Mr. HUGHES. A man in the newspaper business has rights
that other men have not.

Mr. McCUMBER. What right has he to defame another
man’s character, or to make any false statement, or to do any-
thing else, that an individual has not?

Mr. HUGHES. Why, he has an absolute right to do it. He
ean not be prevented by injunction from doing it, under the
Constitution.

Mr. McCUMBER. Neither ean the individuoal.

Mr. HUGHES. The individual can be prevented from doing
lots of things. -

Mr, McCUMBER. I should like to know just one thing, if
the Senator can point it out to me, that the owner of a paper
can do through the instrumentality of his paper that an indi-
vidual can not do. '
*Mr. HUGHES. He can injure a man; he can publish a de-
famatory statement about a man; he can give notice that he is
about to do it, and he ean continue to do it.

Mr. McCUMBER. Would that protect him any more than it
would an individual?

Mr. HUGHES. Why, yes; the individual—

Mr. McCUMBER. Is there any difference between the law
of libel and the law of slander, so far as the rights of the
citizen are concerned. whether he be libeled by the press or
slandered by the individual?

Mr. HUGHES. Why, yes. An individual can be bound over
to keep the peace. If he were making verbal statements or
written statements ealculated to provoke a breach of the peace,
he could be bound over. You can not bind a newspaper over.

Mr. McCUMBER. I admit that®the press can not threaten
that it will do anything of itself against a man.

Mr, HUGHES. A newspaper can go on publishing from day
to day defamatory and libelous articles about the Senator, and
he can not enjoin it. He can not stop it.

Mr. McCUMBER. But the Senator can have his action for
damages against the newspaper, the same as he would against
the individual.

Mr. HUGHES. Ob, yes; I started out by saying that.

Now, I want to read another specimen of class legislation
which I approve of absolutely—that is, so far as any objection
to it is concerned on account of its being class legislation. With
the merits of the matter I am not familiar. I do not pretend
to be familiar with it, but as this bill came over from the
House it contained the language I am about to read. Now. this
is a bill which prevents the existence of certain combinations
and groups of men, and all that, and prevents combined action
along certain lines. It contains this langnage:

Nothing contained in the antitrust laws shall be construed to forbid
associations of traffic, operating, accounting, or other officers of common
carriers for the purpose of conferring among themselves or of making
any lawful agreement as to any matter whieh Is subject to the regu-
lating or supervisory jurisdiction of the Interstate Commerce Commis-
slon, but all such matters shall continue to be subject to such juris-
diction of the commission, and all such agreements shall be entered
and kept of record by the carriers, parties thereto, and shall at all
times be open to inspection by the commission, but no such agreement
shell go Into effect or become operative until the same shall “have first
been submitted to, and am)rov by, the Interstate Commeree Commis-
slon : Provided, That nothing in this act shall be construed as modify-
ing exlsting laws prohibiting the pooling of earnings or traffic, m&sﬁ;

ing laws against joint agreements by common ecarriers to
rates.

I quote that simply for the purpose of showing that when
you are drawing a broad, comprebensive, and sweeping statute
which is going to apply all over the United States of America
it is likely to come in contact not only with other laws. but
with customs and practices, and by iirtue of being a later en-
actment wipe them out. Of course, it is class legislation. The
interstate-commerce act is class legislation. I can charge a
poor, unfortunate client of mine as much money as I can get
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from him for my services as a lawyer; but the Erie Railroad,
which runs through my town, can not charge me what it likes
to earry me to the city of New York, because we have made a
class out of railroads. A corporation is permitted to do certain
things which individuals can not do. Individuals are permitted
to do certain things which corporations can not do. The man
who holds the stock of a corporation can limit his liability in
business to the assefs of the corporation, because we have made
a class out of corporations. The individual, on the other hand,
may have all his earthly goods swept away by an industrial
calamity.,

We have provided that workingmen who are in the employ
of a concern which goes bankrupt shall be preferred; and the
first act that a receiver perforins when he comes into posses-
gion of the assets of the derelict industrial concern is to make
the necessary arrangements at the bank and pay wages. That
is absolutely class legislation. I am in faver of certain Kkinds
of class legislation and I am in favor of this legislation.

Mr. CUMMINS. Mr. President—

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from New Jersey
yield to the Senafor from Iowa?

Mr, HUGHES. Certainly.

Mr, CUMMINS., If the Senator from New Jersey has fin-
ished with this particular subject I should like to ask him to
return to another with which he has already dealt. I do not
nuite like the way in which he has left the comparison of the
Linglish statute with the laws of the United States. The Eng-
lish statnte in substance abolishes the distinetion between indi-
vidnal action and combined action. That is all it does.

Mr. HUGHES. O, it does more than that,

Mr, CUMMINS. Yes; it does. It says, in substance, that
people can not be held liable for concerted action if the same
thing done by an individual would have been lawful.

Mr. HUGHES. Of course that is a tremendous addition;
but that is not all.

Mr. CUMMINS. I will call attention to that. Now, that is
all right. Of course the Congress of the United States could
not do that, but I think the Senator from New Jersey entirely
misunderstands what the application of the English doctrine
wounld be under the antitrust law.

The antitrust law forbids restraint of trade. It makes no
difference whether the restraint of trade is accomplished by an
individual, by one man, or by 100 men, whether it is accom-
plished singly or in concert. If we had the English statute,
whoever restrained trade would be liable under the law,
whether a single person restrained it or whether a thousand
persons acting together restrained it. In other words, the
offense under our statute js not the combination to restrain
trade, but it is the restraint of trade; and therefore, if the
English statute were in full force in the United States and in
all the States, the result would be just the same. If to do
certain things would be to restrain trade, and the English had
such a statute as ours, that act would be unlawful.

Mr. HUGHES. I agree with the Senator. I did not menan to
be understood as saying that the literal language of the British
act would be satisfactory here, or would meet the needs and
requirements of the situation here as I see them. I am simply
calling attention to the difference between the attitude of the
British Government and the attitude of the American Govern-
ment.

I will say, in deference to my friends here who have been
disposed to criticize me for being partisan on this subject, that
in the Taff Vale case, when it was demonstrated that organiza-
tions of labor in Eungland could be held responsible for going
on strike when that strike took the shape of a conspiracy and
resulted in damages to an employer of labor, and those damages
could be traced back to the men who went on the strike, to
their friends who paid them while they stayed ouf, to their
organization which kept them in funds and which encouraged
them and persuaded them to persist in the strike—when it
became demonsirated that the unions could be held liable for
that, and when they were held liable for a large sum of money,
£150,000, which they paid, then the British Parliament acted.

Mr. CUMMINS. I am not at all disparaging the English
statute, nor am I suggesting that it has not a very great effect.
I am only saying that so far as restraint of trade is concerned
it would do no good whatscever to enact the English statute.

Mr. HUGHES. No; I agree with that.

Mr. CUMMINS. There is a difference, in the broad field of
human activity, between the lawfulness of the action of a
gingle man and the action of a hundred men in conspiracy or
in combination. One man may often do something that would
be entirely innocent for the man to do, but which wonld be
eriminal for a hundred or a thousand men to do in combination.
Therefore, the English statute had a great field for operation;

but so far as the restraint of trade is caoncerned, that is the
unlawful thing, and it is just the same whether it is restrained
by one man or by a thousand men,

Mr. HUGHES. Yes; but the restraint of trade was the thing
in the Taff Vale case.

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, will the Senator from New
Jersey yield to me?

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from New Jersey
yield to the Senator from Minnesota?

Mr, HUGHES. Certainly.

Mr., NELSON, I think the Senaior from New Jersey Is
laboring under a great misapprehension as to the scope of the
English frade legislation. While in some respects it is very
liberal, yet it contains restrictions that we have not known
of or thought of in this country. I want to read to the Senator,
with his permission, section 5 of the act of August 13, 1875:

Where any person willfully and maliciously breaks a contract of
service or of hiring, knowing or having reasonable cause to believe
that the probable consequences of his so doing, either alone or in
combination with others, will be to endanger human life or cause
serious bodily injury or to expose valuable property, whether real or
personal, to destruction or serlous injury, he shall, on conviction
thereof by a court of summary jurisdiction or on indictment as herein-
after mentioned, be llable either to pay a penalty not exceeding

£20 or to be imprisoned for a term of not exceeding three months
with or without hard labor.

Then I read section 7 of the same act, which is still in force:

Every person who, with a view to compel any other person to ab-
stain from doing or to do any act which such other person has a
legal right to do or abstain from doing, wrongfully and without
legal authority—

1. Uses v[o{onm to or intimidates such other person or his wile
or children or injures his property; or
]2‘ Persistently follows such other person about from place to
place; or

3. Hides any tools, clothes, or other property owned or used by
such other person or deprives him of or hinders him in the use thereof;

T

. 4. Watches or besets the house or other place where such other per-
son resldes or works or carries on business or happens to be or the
npgros‘.ch to such house or place; or

3. Follows such other person with two or more other persons in
a disorderly manner in or through any street or road—
shall, on conviction thereof by a court of summary jurisdiction or on
indietment as hereinafter mentioned, be liable either to pay a penalty
not excecding £20 or to be imprisoned for a term not exceeding three
months with or without hard labor.

Now, the change in the legislation of Great Britain which the
Senator from New Jersey lauds so much is subject to all those
restrictions which I have quoted from the act of Parliament of
1875. There was an amendatory act passed in December, 1900,
but it does not modify any of the provisions I have indicated.
The only modification in it is that it authorizes peaceful picket-
ing. So while on tlie one hand, if the Senator will allow me—
and I speak by his permission—the British trade-union act
seems to be a great deal more liberal than our legislation here
is, yet on the other hand it is subject to a class of restrictions
that are not found in our statute books, and that would be
found very burdensome and onerous to labor in this country.

Mr. HUGHES. I will simply say that British workmen have
found the trade-dispute act recently enacted eminently satis-
factory. It has enabled them to do what tne laboring men of
Ameriea want to be enabled to do, to preserve and keep their
organizations, to withdraw simultaneonsly from employment,
and to do the usual things, subject always to the law of the com-
munity in which they are done, during the perieds when strikes
are on or declared.

Mr. NELSON. But did the Senator observe section 5 of the
British aet, to which I called attention and which I read?

Mr. HUGHES. Yes; I observed it, and I simply want to call
the Senator's attention to this—

Mr. NELSON. What has the Senator to say fo that? Does
he approve that provision or is he against it?

Mr. HUGHES. I do not recollect the provision.

Mr. NELSON. I will read it again.

Mr. HUGHES. I do not eare to have it read to me now.

Mr. NELSON. I should like to know how the Senator stands
on that question. Would he like to have such a provision incor-
porated into onr law, or is he opposed to it?

Mr. HUGHES. I should like to have a law as good as the
British trade-dispute act; yes; and I know the Senator would
not vote for such an act.

Mr. NELSON. I will quote it again, with the Senator's per-
mission.

Mr. HUGHES. I do not want thie Senator to read it again.

Alr. NELSON. No; I do not suppose the Senator does.

Mr. HUGHES. The Senator ean put it in the Recorp if he
likes. I am so indifferent to it that I will let the Senator put
me down as being eithier for it or against It; he can use his
own judgment.
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I know this: I konow that the British Parliament rose at once
to the emergency when it saw the difficuit situation into which
the labor organizations of England bad drifted. They had
friends in the Parliament, and the friends enacted the legisla-
tion they asked, and under that legislation there has not been
a single case such as littered the calendars of the courts be-
fore. I know that. I know that the question was settled. I
shonld like to have the Senator help me settle it in this
country.

American workmen are entitled to as good freatment as
British workmen or the workmen of any other country. They
do not get it, The legislation in this country is less favorable
to workmen than that of any other civilized country in the
world, and the Senator knows if, and has helped to keep it as
it is,

I have said a good deal more than I intended to say, Mr.
President. I think this is a tardy compliance with the just
and reasonable demands of the laboring people of this country,
In my judgment, there is nothing in this section which justifies
the secondary boycott or a boycott of any kind. It simply
makes legal that which we all have been taught to believe was
legal. It simply interposes the barrier of the arm of this law
before an unfriendly Attorney General, who might with great
reason and force, it seems to me, go into a court of equity and
dissolve by injunction every organization of railroad trainmen,
firemen, or engineers who were organized for the purpose of
simultaneously ceasing their employment whenever necessary
to enforce their demands. That is all it does, in my opinion.

It is possible that at a later time I may have something to
say with reference to the other provisions of the bill.

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, I have been somewhat surprised

at some of the views which the Senator from New Jersey ex-
pressed, although I agree perfectly with his closing sentence.
I think the labor organizations of this country ought to have the
right which the Senator says he thinks they ought to have, if
we are to measure that right according to his closing para-
graph; but there were some views expressed during his able
and earnest presentation of this matter that I do not entirely
accept,
- He eulogizes the British trades act. There are some things
in the British trades act which may be commendatory, and
which, in so far as our framework of government would admit,
might be very properly transmitted to this country. But when
the Senator goes further and says that the legislative condition
and the general condition of labor in Great Britain are better
than in America, I am sure the Senator in his zeal has over-
stepped the actual facts.

Mr. HUGHES. Mr. President, I do not think I said that, and
I did not intend to say it. I said that simply from a legislative
standpoint there had been more legislation enacted for the
benefit of English workmen than had been enacted for the
benefit of American workmen. I want to make that absolutely
clear. If there is any doubt about it, I will call the Senator's
attention to the pension laws that have been enacted and vari-
ous other social measures.

Mr. BORAH. I am aware that there are some things that,
as 1 say, are commendatory; but if the weather should turn
cool before this debate closes I propose to present the condition
of legislation in England with reference to labor and the con-
dition of labor in England with reference to the condition of
labor in America, because it will be a startling contrast, not a
comparison but a contrast, altogether to the advantage of the
workmen of America, of which we ought to be very glad. Labor
is not so well paid, not so well housed, not so well clothed, not so
well governed as in America.

But that is no reason, Mr. President, why we should not go
forward and do whatever is right and proper to be done for the
laboring men of this country. I repeat, as I said yesterday, that
in so far as it is necessary to protect union labor to go forward
and do the things which ordinarily and legitimately any rea-
sonable man would say belongs to union labor fo do, I am in
favor of going that distance. In fact, Mr. President, I believe
I may say, speaking in a general way, that I could go all the
way with labor on the hither side of threats and intimidation
and violence. I do not believe that there is anything on the
hither side of these that I would not be willing to do for labor-
ing men and fo enable them to do so far as the Federal Govern-
ment has power to legislate on the subject. I would protect
fully and completely their right to organize, their right to
strike, and their right to enforce the strike in all peaceful and
lawfol ways.

Now, just a word with reference to the protective tariff,
which was brought into this matter. He assails the Republican
Party most severely and denounces it for legislating for the
rich as against the poor, of building up monopoly against the

rights and at the cost of labor. It may be that the protective
tariff has not been the benefit to the laboring men of this coun-
try which men during the campaign assured them that it would
be. It may be that their share of the profits have not drifted
down to them, and that they have not had their proportion of
the world’s blessings and comforts. I believe that that is true.
I do not believe that labor has had its fair proportion of our
prosperity in past years. But, Mr. President, to-day there is
estimated to be by laboring men themselves at least 500,000, if
not a million, men out of employment. What has brought that
condition about.I am not going into details at this time to say,
but it is the honest, the solemn judgment and conviction of the
advocates of a protective tariff that it would assist in amelio-
rating that condition if it were restored in a uniform way in
this country. I may be in error in regard to that, but those who
believe in the other policy have not been able to find employ-
ment for the 500,000 or million of men who are out of employ-
ment in this country to-day. Neither have they by their sys-
tem of spotted free trade reduced the cost of living to those
who have employment, to say nothing of the condition of those
out of employment.

But, Mr. President, what is the protective tariff? When does
it take and when does it not take? When does it apply and
when does it not apply? If there is any particular form of a pro-
tective policy found in this country that is peculiarly offensive
to Democracy it is in regard to the coastwise shipping in the
United States. You have denounced it on every stump and
filled the debates here with anathemas. If there is any form
of protective policy which has been designated, individualized,
and legalized and made a monopoly, it is the coastwise ship-
ping proposition which we had before us a few days ago in this
Senate Chamber.

Last Friday when we adjourned and that matter was before
the Senate there was scarcely a quorum to be found in Wash-
ington, and the lack of interest and apathy upon the part of
legislators was phenominal. But the legislation having been
postponed from Friday until Monday, practically every Senator
of the United States was then in his seat, and the forces and
the influence which have sustained this form of protection in
this country in its most aggravated and indefensible form were
in Washington before Monday morning's sun had risen. And
the party always denouncing this monopoly, this form of pro-
tection, retreated from their report and from the report of their
party and perpetuated further the most offensive form of
monopoly that protection could possibly foster in this country,
as our Democratic friends view it.

.Mr. KERN. Mr. President—

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Idaho yield
to the Senator from Indiana?

Mr. BORAH. I yield. .,

Mr. KERN. I was about o say—

Thou canst not say I did it; never shake
Thy gory locks at me,

Mr. BORAH. That is true; and I could say more than that
in compliment to the Senator. I am far from criticizing his
course on this or other things.

Mr. ASHURST. Mr, President—

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Idaho yield
to the Senator from Arizona?

Mr. BORAH. I yield.

Mr. ASHURST. Supplementing what our distingnished
leader the Senator from Indiana [Mr, KerN] has said, I wish
to say also that I elaim to be one who has stood by the true
Democratic doctrine and stood by the report of that conference
committee and voted last Friday as I voted on the 11th of Juue
upon the amendment offered by the Senator from Missourl
[Mr, Reep] to permit all ships to enter our coastwise trade.

Mr. BORAH. Mpr. President, T was not looking at the Sen-
ator from Indiana or the Senator from Arizona. I will con-
fine my “looks™ now entirely to this side of the Chamber in
order that I may not be supposed to criticize anyone, in person
or in particular.

Now, Mr. President, I believe in a protective policy and in
the principle of protection. I do not believe in its application
in spots or in sections. I do not believe in protecting ship-
building and protecting peanuts in the State of Virginia and in
putting wheat and barley upon the free list. It is but a ques-
tion of applying the principle. If it is applied with universal
effect, so that it may reach Nation wide, building up industries,
energizing labor, affording opportunity and inducing initiative,
it is a great system. If it is not thus applied, it becomes a
special privilege, and is intolerable and indefensible.

. Mpr. President, a word with reference to the limitation on the
sundry civil bill to which the Senator from New Jersey [Mr.
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Hucaes] referred. He sald it was put into the bill for the
purpose of testing the sense of the House—a Republican
House—and that when it was brought over here it had served
its purpose. Baut the Senator from New Jersey, in a very
earnest speech upon this floor, advoeated its passage through
the Senate for the same reason, I presume, that he urged its
passage through the House—not to test the sense of the Sen-
ate and not to test the sense of the House, but because he
said that the great organization of whiech he was a humble
member was now prepared to do justice to the laboring men,
who had been so long delayed in securing the justice to which
they were entitled.

I took occasion to say upon the floor of the SBenate at that
time that attaching that limitation to that bill was a piece of
hypoerisy and a fraud. T read in Mr., Gompers's great associa-
tion paper within six months thereafter that it was a fraud,
that the prosecuntions wherever they arose proceeded just the
same, that the law was enforced just the same, and that while
they had asked for bread they had been given a stone.

Furthermore, Mr. President, the Senator tells us that cer-
tain Members of the House, as I understood, after serving the
Manufacturers’ Association and doing their work on the floor
of the House, were selected ont and put upon the Federal
bench for the purpose apparently of protecting the manufac-
turers and the monopelies of this country. It was a serious
charge to make. It was a direct impeachment of the honor of a
Republican President and a most serious assault upon the
bench. If any man has been placed upon the Federal bench for
that purpose and there is any proof of that fact, it is not too
late yet to know whether or not be is serving his masters who
placed him there, and it should be investigated. I hope the
Senator, in the cause of good and decent government, will with-
hold no faet.

But agnin, Mr. President, if the Senator wants to raise the
question of serving monopelies, and of the close relationship
between political parties and the interests, and selecting men
who represent the monepolies to go into high place, what is
ihe difference between selecting some single individual from the
House of Representatives to go upon the Federal bench, where
he is checked up by other judges and his opinions supervised
and reviewed by the great Supreme Court of the United States,
and selecting as the representutive of one of the condemned
monopolies of this country a man who had helped to build it
up and defend it to take charge of the currency of the country,
which indeed Is no less than the lifeblood of the Nation?
Does the Senator think that his party in these days is in a posi-
tion to boast or to flaunt the record of anyone?

Give me the power to control the currency of this country, to
contract and fo inflate the currency, and I do not care who
renders your decisions; I will build my fortune so high and
sgpread my influence so far that no petty Federal judge can
reach my power,

I would rather if T were seeking power and wanted to have
close and effective alliance befween government and monopoly
to have control of the Federal Reserve Board than any single
place in the whole strocture of government. I am not impeach-
ing the action of anyone, but it requires some effrontery, In
view of lately written history, for Democracy to be talking of
close alliance with the “ interests.”

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, it is a common, and, I think, a
deplorably common thing in these days to be always assailing
the courts. 1 do not sympathize with this wholesnle assault.

I do not claim that the courts do not err; they sometimes
err signally and prononncedly. I do not claim that they always
administer justice with an even and exact hand, for judges are
human and the passions and prejudices. the limited vision and
the clouded mind which sometimes attach to their kind are also
theirs. I do not claim that they are always free from political
bias or at all times wholly exempt from that strange attach-
ment which in a republic sometimes places party above the
common welfare, for Presidents and governors and electorates
in selecting judges do not always seek men most likely to resist
such influences. But I do claim that of all the methods and
contrivances and schemes which have been devised by the wit
of man for the adjustment of controverted judicial guestions
and the administration of justice the courts and the machinery
of the courts, built up from decade to decade and from cen-
tury to century, bullt of the experience and the wisdom of a
proud and freedom-loving race, the courts as they are built
into our system, though not perfect, are the most perfect. They
will not always be abreast of the most advanced opinions in the
march of progress, but that they will in due time mortise :nd
build into our jurisprodence all that is permanent and wise and
just, all that a settled and digested public opinion finally in-
dorses, no one familiar with the history of our jurisprudence

can for a moment doubt. Not only that, but more than once the
courts, both in England and America, have stood as the sole
protector in the hour of turmoil and strife for the rights of the
weak and the poor, the oppressed and the hunted, when the
executive and the legislature have yielded to the whip of the
strong and the powerful. I need recall only one instance in
the hurry of this debate, thongh I might reeall a hundred, be-
ginning with the days of Coke's courage, and that is the in-
stance wherein our own great Supreme Court preserved against
the encroachments of war and the hunger of hatred the right of
trial by juory, a most sacred right of the Ameriean citizen and
without which the whole scheme of a republic would be but a
delusion and a torment.

After the courts then what? When the courts can no longer
stay the steps which may lead to violence and bloodshed. then
what? When the arm of equity can no longer be extended to
hold things in abeyance until rights can be adjndicated and rea-
son and counsel can have a hearing, then what? Be not deceived.
The alternative is the soldier and the bayonet. One can not
be oblivious to the alacrity with which wealth in these days i§
prone to appeal to the soldier. When a delegztion of working-
men informed me a few months ago that their fellow workmen
had been arrested without warrant. tried without a jury, sen-
tenced by no court—that at a time when the conrts were open
and in the midst of an intelligent, prosperous, modern Ameri-
can community men had been herded before a military tribunal,
given the semblance of a ftrial, and sent to prison, it seemed
incredible. For nearly 600 years no such repunlsive scene had
marred the story of the orderly development and growth of
Anglo-Saxon jurisprudence. Our English ancestors had exe-
cuted the petty tyrants who had last attempted it. 1 did not
suppose that bere, where jury trials and common-law courts
were a guaranty—a part of our system of law and justice—that
anyone would be sp blind, so ernel, so witless as to covet the
infamy of rehabilitating that discarded and detested dogma—
the power of suspension. Nevertheless it was trne. Since that
time, in three other States, the workingman has settled his
troubles out of court where counsel may be heard and witnesses
testify, settled them at the point of the bayonet. What a glut-
ton arbitrary power is for the rights and the interests of the
weak. It generally comes forward at the bidding of the rich
and the powerful and preys upon the interests and rights of the
poor and the helpless.

These men who came to me were asking for what? They
were asking for a hearing in the courts, before this tribunal,
whose judgments they informed me they were willing to take.
They were praying for the common-law court and its machinery
just as it had been worked out and fought for in the humble
days of our English ancestors to the humble days of their
descendants on Paint and Cabin Creek in one of the great
Commonwealths of this Union. And what was the answer to
the charge when we arrived upon the ground? When we asked
why have these men charged with offenses under the statute
and guaranteed a trial in a common-law court been denied the
right of the humblest citizen when charged with crime, what
was the answer? The answer was not that riot and war had
closed the courts, but that excitement and feeling in the com-
munity would render them ineffective in all probability. When
we inquired further, the fear was that these laboring men
would likely be acquitted. What, before the courts, acquitted
under the processes and according to the manner that guilty
men have been pnnished and innocent men acquitted for ten
centuries? Then they must be innocent. But the logie seemed
to be that, guilty or innocent, they must be punished. Force
must be established and certainty as to results must be had
8o, the strong fled from the courts of justice. suspended—
what an infamous lie—yes, suspended by force the constitution
of the State and the Nation, selected a military tribunal. ealled
the judges from the guards who were in charge of the prisoners,
tried them in groups, and sent them in droves to the peniten-
tinry. Do not the workingmen understand that in the end
their ficht will be to maintain these courts in all their purity,
independence, and strength? Do they not understand that if
we cgn not have somewhere an independent tribunal, free from
the passions and conflicts of contestants, to distribute justice,
civilization mnst do again what it has done in the past—
crumble and fall? Deoes not the average citizen of this eountry,
whoever and wherever he is, understand that in the end he
must find justice here in these tribunals or not find it at all?
Does he not understand that after they are gone and law and
order have departed he will shortly come to be the victim of
violence and cruelty and injustice, the plaything of arbitrary
power? .

There comes a time, Mr. President, when every man and when
the people in every walk of life seek sheiter under the calm,
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determined, beneficent power of a great government, rely upon
its impartial strength, and accept with gratitude its means and
methods of measuring and distributing justice. Men should
seek to build a government which has no classes, grants no spe-
cial privileges, recognizes no creed, and fosters no religion. It
is a blind and shortsighted policy to suppose that you can cur-
tail the functions of government in order to bestow favors, for
when you have done so you have already weakened government
for the prevention of wrongs. The fruits of industry, the wages
of the toiler, the income of capital are all affected, fostered, en-
couraged, and sustained to the extent that order and law obtfain
throughout the land. While a strong and fcarless government
may sometimes seem guick to prevent those steps and block
those paths which seem to lead to violence and bloodshed, yet
ultimately the benefits to flow from such procedure must re-
dound to the peace and happiness, the confentment and prosper-
ity of the whole people. It was Liebknecht, the great socialist,
who truly said, “ Violence has been for thousands of years a
reactionary factor.” Show me a country without courts fully
equipped in every way to deal with all the infricacies of each
particular ease as the facts appear; show me a country with its
business and industry under the clamp of bureaucracy, its
courts weakened, cowardly, and powerless, and I will show you
a country where the laborer is no better than a slave—the mis-
erable, ignorant, unclad dupe and plaything of arbitrary power.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on the amendment
of the committee, which the Secretary will state.

The Secrrrary. On page T, line 13, after the word “ organi-
zations,” strike out the words * orders, or associations.”

The amendment was agreed to.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will state the next
amendment,

The Becrerary. On page T, line 16, after the word “ organi-
zations,” strike out the comma and the words “ orders, or asso-
ciations.”

The amendment was agreed to.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The next amendment of the com-
mittee will be stated.

The SecReTARY. On page T, line 16, after the word “ from,”
strike out the word *lawfully.”

Mr. CUMMINS. Mr. President, this may be as appropriate a
time as any other fo express some views I hold with regard to
the subject embodied in this seventh section.

I am not satisfied with the legislative expression found in the
section now under consideration, but before I point out wherein
I believe it might be strengthened and bettered I desire to pay
some attention to the remarks of the Senator from North Da-
kota [Mr. McCumper] and other Senators who have viewed
the matter from his standpoint. He assailed this legislation,
and many eminent citizens have assailed it, because it is alleged
that it is class legislation, because it is said that we are here
permitting certain people {o do an act which if done by others
would constitute a violation of the law.

I am not myself opposed to class legislation. Three-fourths
of all the legislation adopted by Congress is class legislation.
It is necessarily so because a general law will not accomplish
the purpose that Congress has in view. But this particular
legislation does not fall within the objection.

We have a statute which prohibits and makes unlawful re-
straints of trade. I agree with the Senator from North Dakota
that a restraint of trade is as objectionable if brought about by
a labor union as though brought about by a monopoly. But it
is not always true that an interference with commerce on the
part of a labor union is a restraint of trade.

I intend presently to ask the attention of the Senate fo some
observations with regard to the law of the matter, but just now
I bespeak your consideration for one phase of this subject that
hitherto has not been touched upon.

Labor organizations brought together for the purpose of
enhancing or advancing wages, bettering the conditions of labor
or lessening the hours of labor, can not in the very nature
of things be a restraint of trade or commerce, Mark you, I am
not now considering what the individual members of a labor
organization may do. I am not considering how they -may
impede commerce in the execution of the objects of their organ-
jzation. I am sgimply suggesting that an organization of work-
ingmen who associate themselves together for the purpose of
lifting up the plane upon which they live and labor can not
be a restraint of frade.

I wonder if it is constantly in our mind that labor, even in
a country as fortunate as our own, does not receive a compen-
sation that will enable these who work for wages to adequately
discharge their duties ns citizens. We have in this country
20,000,000 people who may be called wageworkers. I have no
information and can get none with regard to the average com-

pensation of these 20,000,000 wageworkers, but T have informa-
tion concerning a portion of them which I desire that Senators
shall hear and remember during the remaining part of this
debate. In the census of 1910 those who were collecting the
information investigated the manufacturing establishments of
the- United States as defined in the law providing for the
Thirteenth Census. I want, first, to read what the word
“establishment ” means, in order to show the scope of the
investigation:

The word * establishment,” as used in the Thirteenth Censug, s
defined as meaning one or more factories, mills, or plants owned, con-
trolled, or gjperated by a person, partnership, corporation, or other
owner located In the same town or city, and for which one set of books
of account Is kept,

In these establishments turning out a product of $300 or
more there was an investigation made, and they numbered,
in all, 265491. In these 268,491. establishments there were
employed an annual average of 6,615,046 men and women.

I have just stated the average number employed in these
establishments during the year 1909. These employees or wage-
workers were paid, and I am confining my remarks now to
wageworkers exclusive of clerks and salaried officers. The
amount paid to these 6,000,000 and more wageworkers during
the year 1809 was $3,427,038,000. So the average amount
received by euach of these 6,000,000 of wageworkers in the estab-
lishments to which I have referred was $518 per year. If I
could have gathered the information respecting the 20,000,000
comprising all the wageworkers of the United States, I venture
to say the average received by all of them wonld be under
rather than over the sum I have mentioned. So we are expect-
ing these 20,000,000 of men and women who constitute the
bone, the sinew, the strength of the Republic to live; we are
expecting them to support families and educate their boys and
girls and train them into good citizens, to feed and clothe them,
so that tley may be respected members of society, upon $518
per year.

If this be true of the most fortunate Nation on the face of
the earth, where opportunity is wider, where the rewards of
enterprise and energy are richer than in any other country in
all the world, I ask the question of those who seem to doubt
the wisdom or the propriety of aiding these working people
in enlarging their compensation and in bettering the conditions
of their labor if they do not know that the life and the safety
of the country depend upon the enlargement of the opportunities
and the increase of the wages of our working men and women?
Do you not know that unless we are able in some way to put
into their hands as compensation for their labor a sum snffi-
cient to inspire hope in their hearts and ambition in their souls,
to enable them to hold their confidence in their country’'s insti-
tutions and their hope in the future, the experiment which we
have been so brilliantly frying in the last century is doomed
to dismal failure? These 20,000,000 of working men and women
must be hopeful ; they must be intelligent; they must be virtu-
ous; they must be honest; they must be ambitious for them-
selves and their families, if free institutions in the world are to
survive.

Then, why should not these workingmen and working women
combine, associate themselves together, in order that their
wages may be inereased and the conditions under which their
labor is performed may be bettered? There is no danger, Mr.
President, that the workingman or the working woman will
ever recelve more than an adequate compensation for the labor
performed. There is a potential competition always confront-
ing wageworkers that will inevitably reduce the compensation
far below the point at which it should in eqguify and in good
conscience rest. These men and women grow hungry, and they
must eat; they must clothe themselves; they must support their
families; and these necessities compel them to work at whatso-
ever wages they may be able to secure. Idleness for any great
length of time and among any great proportion of them is abso-
lutely unthinkable and impossible.

For these reasons, Mr. President, T have never been one of
those who have had any fear of combination among wagework-
ers I believe that it ought to be the policy of this Govern-
ment to encourage such combination and association. I b+lieve
we ought to lend a helping hand to their efforts to advance
their condition in life, knowing that with all their energy and
with all the assistance we ecan give them they will never be
advanced in fortune or in property beyond the point necessary
for comfort and happiness,

This is the beginning, I think, of all consideration of this sub-
ject. I do not see how anyone can investigate it without first
learning and pondering upon the facts that I have so meagerly
stated.

Let us take the next step. We have been depating thig bill,
and I have heard the subject debated a thousacd times upon
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the bypothesis that the labor of a human being is of the same
quality and order as a bale of cotton, a barrel of flonr or a
bushel of corn. I repudiate the parallel and the comparison.
It is because we have been in the habit of think.ng of labor as
a commodity that we have fallen into many mistakes which now
impair and mar, I think, both legislation and judicial opinion.
The labor of a homan being, whether it be of the mind or of the
hand, is not a commedity. While we are in the habit T know,
of saying that a workingman has nothing to sell but his labor
it is a confusion in thought and in terms. Laboi is not a com-
modity; it is not an article of commerce; and when the Consti-
tution of the United States gave to Congress the aunthority to
regulate commerce among the States, it did not gve it the right
to regulate labor, the disposition of the energy of the human
being.

If we wounld begin as we ought to begin, with the under-
standing that the power of a human being to work, te produce
something, is not a commodity or a subject of commerce. we

_would reach a saner and better conclusion than we have here-
tofore announced.

It may be said that the distinetion that I have drawn Is tech-
nical rather than substantial. Not so, beeause out of it grows
this proposition which is now admitted everywhere, which was
declared in the Senate yesterday without dispute, namely, that
it is the right of a human being to work or to refrain from
working, as he deems best, Under our form of government it
is not a thing that ean be or ought to be controlled by the law.
We have a right to say that one who refuses to work, and in
that way becomes a burden upon society, shall no longer ke a
member of that soclety: we have a right to expel him from
society ; but we have no right under our form of government to
gay that he shall work; we have no right to say for whom he
shall work or the voeation in which he may choose to employ his
power of body or of mind. There is no inconvenience to
organized society brought about by the refusal of a man or of
a woman to work which can override the inherent and funda-
mental right to refuse to work or to refuse to work at a particu-
lar employment for a particular compensation or for a par-
ticular employer.

Therefore, when we speak of a restraint of trade or of com-
merce, when we prohibit, as we did in 1800, any person or any
combination of persons from restraining trade or commerce. we
dld not prohibit one man alone, a thousand, or a million men
from refraining from work, and we did not and we could not
make it a crime for that one man or a thousand men in concert
to advise or persuade other men to refrain from work.

Why, Senators, there Is a propaganda going on all the time,
and has been for years in this country and every other, for a
complete change in the form of government. It might just as
well be alleged that the movement for socialism is a restraint
of trade and commerce as it is to allege thaf a strike or that
the persuasion on the part of strikers brought to bear on those
who are still at work to cease to work is a restraint of trade
or commerce. After all, it is the privilege of free speech, it is
the privilege of carrying forward a movement respecting the
rules of society—respecting the belief of individual members of
soclety ; and 1 have never been able to understand how any man
could believe that a labor union, the purposes of which are to
advance the standard of wages, lessen the hours of employment,
or better the conditions under which labor is performed, is a
violation of the antitrust law.

But there are a great many people in the country who do
believe it is a violation of the antitrust laws, precisely as it
wounld be a violation of the law if a hundred manufacturers
were to come together and agree that their products should be
sold at a eommon price without any rivalry or competition be-
tween them. A combination or contract of that sort would be a
violation of the antitrust law before a single act was performed,
snve the mere execution of the contract itself. That contract
has to do with commodities, with the subjects of commerce, with
articles that are transported from place fo place and bought and
sold In the markets of the world. A contract or an arrange
ment: between men who have nothing to give bnt themselves,
nothing to employ except the power of their own bodies or of
their minds which they have, and which they ean give or refuse
as they choose, suell a contraet or arrangement as that, as it has
always seemed to me and ns I believe the better opinion of the
courts is, enn not be adjudged to be a restraint of trade.

For that reason I repudiate entirely the argnment that we are
here segregating a class, and exempting that elass from the
operntion of the law anl permitting irs members to do the very
things which other members of soclety are not permitted to do.
That is not true; and if it had not been for the fll-considered
judgment of some courts, if it had not been for the hasty and
{ll-advised expression of some judges, the matter contained in

section T could never have been brought to the attention of Con-
gress,

There never has been a decision—I emphasize the word " deci-
slon "—by any court that = labor union for the purpose I have
go often described is in and of itself a violation of the law, or,
in other words, a restraint of trade or commerce. There has
been much argument that such a union ought to be considered
as a violation of the antitrost law, but I think I speak advisedly
when I say that no court has ever decided that such a union is
within the prohibition of the antitrust law—I mean, now dis-
sociated from any act performed either in the collective eapac-
ity of the union or by individual members of the union.

It is, however, as it seems to me, fair and just, in view of the
disputes that have arisen from time to time and the differences
of opinion which are everywhere manifest, to make it perfectly
clear not by exempting a class and saying that we will not held
that class responsible for a wviolation of law. but by giving a
legislative interpretntion or construction of the law, by declar-
ing, as we ought to declare, that labor is not a commodity, and
that associations of laboring men for the purpose of lifting the
leve] of their lives and increasing their compensation and other
things that make existence a little more tolernhle do net con-
stitute a restraint of trade. We are not exeepting them; wa
are simply declaring, so that all men may understand, so that
hereafter there may be no difference with respect to i, that
these unions thus organized are not restraints of trnde. We
ought to have done it long ago and preserved this country from
many a disastrous and irritating eontroversy.

I have spoken about the right of the employee, the wage
earner, to work for whomsoever he pleases or not to work at
all. On the other hand, the right of the employer is corelative.
The employer has a perfeet right to hire whomsnever he plenses
or to hire no one. His right in that respect, so far as labor is
concerned, is just as well intrenched in the law and in the
eivilization of the time ns is the right of the employee. We
can not compel an employer—I am now passing over the ques-
tion of public corporations which have assumed a duty under
the law to the public—but in ordinary industry we can not
compel an employer to employ men; we can not compel him to
continue his business, to continue the risk of the eapital he has
invested or the operations which have been theretofore a part
of his business; and his refusal to employ men or women can
not eonstitute a restraint ef trade.

If we are to recognize this higher right of labor to be denlt
with in the manner I have already described, the question then
always is—and we might as well look at It plainly and coura-
geonsly—not whether labor organizations may be brought to-
gether for the purpose of general improvement, but what may
the members of the associations lawfully do in order to accom-
plish their purposes?

There has never been any serious dispute hitherto with regard
to the mere existence of a labor union, but there has been a
very wide range of dispute with regard to what the members of
the union can properly do in order to make effectnal the pur-
poses of the union, and the whole war has gathered around that
fssue. Let us see. If it be taken for granted that my view of
labor is the correet view and that men may strike or quit their
employment when they please, singly or in concert, and that
they may persuade other laboring men to qnit employment,
singly or in concert, the next question—and it Is the most diffi-
cult and perplexing question of all—is, What may these em-
ployees who choose thus to exercise their unquestioned right
fairly do in persuading those whom their former employer de-
sires to substitute In their places to refrain from working?

I believe that nine-tenths of all the eases and the overwhelm-
ing proportion of all the trouble that has arisen has arisen in
the attempt to draw that line; that is, to determine the extent
to which the strikers may go in interfering with the admitted
right of the employer to substitute other wageworkers in the
stead of those who have quit his employment.

The second question, which is of equal difficulty, is, How far
mny the employees who have thus quit employment go in inter-
fering with the business of their employer: that is, with the
sale and distribution of the commodities or articles produced by
their employer?

These are the two things that are material In this bill. All
that part of the bill which relates to the strike, which relates
to the organization itself, is simply the expression of a nniversal
understanding of the subject; but when we come to determine
just how far the strikers may go in order to render their cause
snecessful or their strike effectual we meet a difficulty that is
not easy of solution.

This particular section does not deal with that question at
all. There iz a section in the bill. however, which does deal
with it; and when the proper time comes I intend to offer a sub-




AT

1914.

CONGRESSIONAT RECORD—SENATE.

13981

stitute for section 7 which shall declare the law as to labor
unions, which shall recite what they may do, and leave the
power of the courts in administering their rights as it now is.

I have never thought it wise, as is done in section 18, to at-
tempt to declare that an injunetion ghall not be issued to re-
strain a person from doing so and so. I have believed that we
ought to say that it is not unlawful for persons to do so and
so0; and if the act itself be not unlawful, no court ean prohibit
it by way of injunction, nor can any court penalize it by way
of damages. Our code with regard to labor unions ought to be
contained in section T instead of section 18, I shall present at
the proper time—I do not think this is the proper time—a sub-
stitute for that seetion, dealing with it in that way.

Now, a word or two with regard to the section itself as it now
is. I said I was not satisfied with it. I am not. I am not sat-
isfied with it, first, because in the description of lahor organiza-
tions the purposes for .which the members of such an organiza-
tion can combine are not stated. What are labor organizations?
We understand fairly well what a labor union is, but a labor
organization, as stated in the bill, may be anything that per-
tains to labor; and if it be confined to laboring men, as it is
not always, there is not a suggestion as to the purposes for
which they ean lawfully organize. No one would contend that
the members of a labor organization could come fogether for
the purpose of destroying the property of an employer. No one
would contend that a labor organization could embody in its
articles of association any immoral or any unlawful purpose;
and yet the bill as it was proposed in the House, and as it
came to the Senafe, and as it still is, does not attempt fo define
the purposes for which a labor organization can be created.

Mr. CULBERSON. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. VarpaMAN in the chair).
Does the Senator from Iowa yield to the Senator from Texas?

Mr. CUMMINS. I yield.

Mr. CULBERSON. The Senator says the bill does not at-
tempt to state the purposes for which the organization may be
created. I call the Senator's attention to the fact that the bill
provides that labor organizations instituted for purposes of
mutual help, and not having capital stock or conducted for
profit, are legalized.

Mr. CUMMINS.
help.

Mr. CULBERSON. I was not arguing the sufficiency of the
designation, but I wanted to attract the attention of the Senator
to the fact that the attempt was made In the bill

Mr, CUMMINS. Yes; I understand. The point I make is
this: We recognize the wisdom, indeed the necessity, for the
organization of laboring men, the purposes being to increase
their compensation, to lessen the hours of their labor, and to
render more tolerable the conditions of labor. Those are the
objects of such a labor organization as should be authorized
and encouraged in the law; but we, very inadvisedly, and I
think with hardly a fair comprehension of the subject, have
simply denominated these organizations which are declared to
Dbe not within the antitrust law labor organizations organized
for mutual help. T am sure that when we reflect upon it we
will go back to the old definition, the definition contained in the
English trade act, the definition contained in every act that I
have ever known to be presented here until this one, namely,
labor unions or labor organizations for the purpose of increas-
ing wages, lessening hours of labor, and bettering the condi-
tions of labor. We can not afford to say that every labor or-
ganization, no matter what its purposes may be, is unobjection-
able under the antitrust law,

I pass on now to the next part of the section. I have already
given my view with regard to the character of labor and why
laboring men have a high right to combine with each other to
advance their own interests. We find in this section a proposal
to extend the same immunity to agricuitural organizations and
horticultural organizations.

I should like some person who understands the subject better
than I do to tell the Senate what an agricultural organization
is. I venture to say that an organization of Chicago packers,
for the purpose of buying all the live stock of the country, is an
agricultural organization. I venture to say that an association
which was to take into one ownership as trustee all the cereals
of the United States or all the cotton of the Southern States
would be an agricultural organization.

It does not confine the immunity to farmers’ organizations.
T would not be for it even if it were so confined, for I do not
believe the farmers of this country desire that their commedi-
ties should be so treated. They deal in commodities precisely
as a manufacturer deals in commodities. The farmer produces
. a commodity, and he produces it either for consumption or for

Of course every association is for muiual

sale. I venture to say that the farmers of this country do nof
desire the privilege of uniting their ecommodities in a single
association or under the control of a single association so as to
enhance by that combination the prices at which these commod-
ities shall be sold.

Mr. POMERENE. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Iowa
yield to the Senator from Ohio?

Mr. CUMMINS. I yield. -

Mr. POMERENE. The Senator comes from a State which,
perhaps, has the largest agricultural product of the country,
and that is a good deal for one from Ohio to admit. I wish to
ask the Senator whether, in his State, there is any sentiment
among the farmers in behalf of this exemption? I have not
learned of any from my State.

Mr. CUMMINS. If the Senafor means to ask me whether
there is any demand among the farmers of my State for an
amelioration or change in the law that would permit agricul-
tural products to be monopolized, and thus affect their prices,
there is no such demand. If, on the other hand, he means to
ask me whether they desire to continue to have county fairs
and harvest homes and old-settlers' pienies and other organiza-
tions of that kind, largely composed of farmers in my State, T
say unhesitatingly “yes” I have never heard it suggested,
however, that these associations where farmers gather together
in a neighborhood, a county, a State, for the purpose of ex-
changing information, of inereasing acquaintance; of cultivat-
ing good fellowship, were contrary to the antitrust law. I
have never heard anybody suggest anything of that kind, and
I think it has never been asserted. If this clause with regard
to agricultural associations has any effect whatsoever, it must
be that it is intended to allow associations that can eontrol
the commodities which farmers produce as to their prices. I
assume that a provision which would permit an association to
control their prices in an upward way and would also permit
some other association to control their prices in a downward
way.

I ask again, What is an agricultural organization? I have
referred to the dictionary and other sources of information with
regard to the meaning of the word “agricultural,” and I find
that the very first definition of the word is “of or pertaining
to agriculture; connected with agricultuare.” It would be en-
tirely within the meaning of the words ‘ agricultural organiza-,
tion" if we were to find an association not one member of
which was a farmer or who produced the commodity, but the !
members of which were associated together for the purpose of
affecting agrienltural products.

I almost fear that such an association as the International
Harvester Co. is an agricultnral organization. If it were not
a corporation organized for pecuniary prefit, it certainly would
be an agricultural organization; and it would be the easiest’
thing in the world to organize a like concern the purpose of
which was to benefit pecuniarily its members, and in which the
organization itself would have no pecuniary profit and no ecapi-
tal stock. ;

I am not in favor of this invasion of the antitrust law. It
is wholly different from the subjeet of labor, for it deals in
commodities and in articles of commerce and not in the human
power which produces commodities or articles of commerce.
We shall regret it if we make this inroad upon a statute upon
which we have come to rely with so great confidence,

If the section is limited merely to those associations of farm-
ers and of fruit growers who eome together, as we see every,
year, for mutual help—that is, mutual information—that is
another thing. We have these associations in every voeation
and every industry in the United States. We have the farmers",
organizations; we have the retail dealers’ associations; we have
the .wholesale dealers’ assoeciations; we have the manufacturers’,
associations. We have associations, I think, in every voecation
in which people are engaged. No one has ever pretended that’
these organizations are in restraint of trade. It is absord. We
are in danger of becoming hysterical with regard to the eon-
struction of the antitrust law.

It was not designed to prevent cooperation of the sort I have
indicated, and there is no demand for introducing the clanse’
I have recited in this section unless if is intended that through '
these organizations there may be a monopolistic priee attached]
to some commodity produced through agrieulture or through'
horticulture. I know that the country not only does not demand
a change of that sort, but it will resent o change of that kind.

When the time comes, Mr. President, I intend to offer a sub-
stitute for the section. T have it before me now. It may not be
literally perfect, but it expresses my view of the matter vastly
better than the provisioms of this bill. While I do not offer it
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now, I intend to take the liberty of reading it just at this mo-
ment, so that Senators may be advised of its general scope:

8ec, 7. The labor of a human being is not & commodity or arti-
cle of commerce, and nothing contained in the antitrust laws shall be
construed to forbid the existence and operation of labor organizations
having for thelr objects bettering the conditions, lessening the hours,
or adveancing the compensation of labor, mor to forbid or restrain
individual members of such organizations from carrying out said
objects in a lawful way; nor shall said laws be constroed to prevent
or prohibit any person or persons, whether singly or in concert, from
terminating any relation of employment or from ceasing to work or
from advising or persunading others, in a geacetul, orderly way, and at
a place where they may lawfully be, either to work or abstain from
working, or from withholding thefr patronage from a party to any
dispute growing out of the terms or conditions of employment, or
from advising or rsuading other wageworkers, in a cefnl and
orderly way, so to do, or from paying or giving to or withholding from
any person engaged in such dispute any strike benefits or other moneys
or things of value, or from assembling in a peaceful way, for a law-
ful purpose, in any place where they may lawfully be, or from doing
any act or thing which might lawfully be dome in the absence of such
dispute.

So much of it refers to labor.
section in this way:

Nothing contained in said antitrust laws shall be consfrued to forbid
the existenee and operation of agricultural, horticultural, or com-
mercial organizations instituted for mutual benefit, without capital
stock, and not conducted for the pecuniary gmﬁt of either such organi-
gdtions or the members thereof, or to forbid or restrain such members
from carrying out sald objects in a lawful way.

Mr, WILLIAMS. Mr. President

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Lewis in the chair).
Does the Senator from Iowa yield to the Benator from Missis-
sippi?

AMr. CUMMINS.

Mr. WILLIAMS.
a question.
anywhere in a laboring man's newspaper should publish, under
the head * We do not patronize,” the names of JoHN SHARP
Wirrianms and various other people, conld not they be prose-
cuted under the law as it then would be?

Mr. CUMMINS. Mr. President, I do not think so, if I under-
stand the question of the Senator from Mississippi. 1 may
state my purpose in this amendment, so that the Senator may
at least read it in the light of my object.

Mr, WILLIAMS. Yes; I listened to the Senator.

Mr. CUMMINS. I believe in the strike. I believe the direct
boycott of the offending or unfair employer is a fair weapon.
I do not believe in the secondary boycoft. I do not believe
labor unions or any other organizations ought to be permitted
to combine together to injure or destroy an innocent man be-
caunse he may have dealings with a person who may be unfair
to labor.

Mr. WILLIAMS. That is not quite the point I had in mind.
I understand that; and I, like the Senator, believe in * boy-
cotts,” in the sense in which he is now using—that is, the right
to refuse to patronize—not, of course, in the original sense of
the word as derived from the fate of the unfortunate Capt.
Boycott. When our forefathers made ready to resist Great
Britain, the first thing they did was to boycott British
goods; and I remember a time in the hard struggles of carpet-
bag days down South, when a man who was a large manufac-
turer in Indiana gave utterance to some very bitter expressions
about the southern people, when mass meetings were held every-
where, and resolutions were passed that they would not buy
any of his manufactured products, and they did mot until he
apologized by the explanation route, all of which I believe to
be perfectly right. I go further. A man might come out
to-morrow—take my own church as an instance, not that T am
muech of a churchman—and say that Episcopalians were all
gorts of wicked and bad things, and tell all sorts of lies about
them. I think the Episcopalians would have the right to agree,
not only one Episcopalian but all of them, in one combined voice
that they would not patronize that man, and ask fair-minded
men everywhere not to patronize him.

Mr. CUMMINS. Undoubtedly. That is the primary boycott.

Mr. WILLIAMS. I believe civilization depends very largely
upon the operation of the moral sense of a community, through
ostracism, at times, if necessary, and frequently through what
may be called a qualified boycott, but the point I had in view
was the direct one, not the secondary one at all,

The Senator will remember that the labor unions were en-
joined from putting upon a black list a certain manufacturer
of hats, and that after that, obeying that injunction, they
merely published the name of that manufacturer of hats under
the heading: “ We do not patronize."

Now, that was all there was to it; and yef, under that,
and because of that, those men were held up for violat-
ing the injunction and were about to be punished for con-
tempt. I do not know whether they ever have been punished

I cover the remainder of the

I yield.
1 should like to ask the Senator from Iowa

If hig substitute were adopted, and laboring men.

or not. I believe the statute of limitations intervened some-
where and they were not punished. I regarded that as one of
the most high-handed pieces of judicial iyranny that ever has
been perpetrated in any country in the world.

Mr. CUMMINS. So it was.

Mr. WILLIALIS. The Senator will also remember another
case where certain men were enjoined from quitting work.
Now, that was a sympathetic strike; but I never could see a
reason why a man should not quit work for any reason that
was good to him, or without giving or harving any reason.

Mr. CUMMINS. Nor I, either.

Mr., WILLIAMS. Nor why any number of men should not
combine to quit work for any reason that was good, or without
any reason.

Myr. CUMMINS. I have insisted on that so often this after-
noon that I am simply guilty of gross reiteration when I say
that T believe go, too. I think a man has a right to quit work
alone or with his companions, with agreement or without agree-
ment,

Mr, WILLIAMS. Primarily or sympathetically.

Mr. CUMMINS. It does not make a bit of difference; but the
point I make is this: Here were certain hat makers in Danbury,
Conn, They had a dispute with their employer, and it grew into
a bitter warfare.

I am looking at it now from my own point of view. The em-
ployees had a perfect right to say “ We will buy no hats made
by this concern, and we will ask everybody else to wear no
hats made by this concern,” but they come to a dealer in my
town, a clothing man. Hats are simply one of a great many
articles that he carries. There are cuffs, collars, neckfies,
shirts, and a thousand other things in his stock. I do not be-
lieve that they have any right to come to him and combine and
say “ Unless you quit buying hats of the Danbury man we will
not buy anything from you; we will cease to buy your neckties
and your shirts and your clothing and your boots and shoes
and everything else that you may have to sell.” I do not be-
lieve that that is a fair weapon in the war.

Mr., WILLIAMS. Mr, President, I agree with the Senator
that that is going to a very unwise and extreme extent; but
that does not touch the guestion of right. Have I not a right to
refuse to deal with a man for any reason, say, because he is
red-headed, and have 1 not a right to agree with other people
not to deal with him because lie is a red-headed man?

Mr. CUMMINS. You have a perfect right to refuse to deal
with him, but you have no right to combine or to enter into a
conspiracy with a thousand other people that they will not deal
with a certain man because he is red-headed.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Leaving that out, we both agree, at any
rate, that that would be carrying things to what I consider an
unfair extreme,

Mr. CUMMINS. Yes; that ig what I claim for it

Mr. WILLIAMS. But a man has a right, to carry it to that
extent, as far as I can see, in comwbination or otherwise, though
it may be a right which it is foolish or even not fair to exer-
¢ise There are forming all over this country some of the most
nseful societies that I know of in the social uplifting and the
industrial uplifting of the country, mianinly women, joining to-
gether for a laudable purpose now. They find that a depart-
ment store, for example, makes its employees—women—stand up
all day long, and that they work them 16 hours a day. Sc they
publish a list of the people, and they say, “Those people do
not treat their employees fairly.” Then all the members of
that soclety at once refuse to deal with those people until they
do treat their employees fairly.

1 think that public opinion invoked in that way is a stronger
weapon than any law in the world looking to the uplift of the
condition of the industrial labor of the country. I would dis-
like to see anything in any bill that might possibly be tortured
into an interference with that sort of thing.

Mr. CUMMINS. On the contrary, the amendizent I read ex-
pressly authorizes that.

Mr. WILLIAMS. But that is not a labor orgunization at all.

Mr, CUMMINS. Oh, no.

Mr. WILLIAMS. I do not know how we could call it a labor
organization. They call themselves *“consumers’ leagues,” I
believe—ijust why I do not quite nunderstand.

Mr., CUMMINS. The amendment I shall offer expressly de-
clares that such a proceeding upon the part of laboring men
shaill not be construed to be a restraint of trade

Mr. WILLIAMS. If the Senator will excuse me for bother-
ing him one minute more——

Mr. CUMMINS, Certainly.

Mr. WILLIAMS. The Senator said he did not see how this
exemption could apply to farmers in a way desired by them. I
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will give the Senater an illnstration in order that he may direct
his mind toward it.

Take the cotton crop, for example. America possesses almost
a monopoly of cotton production; that is to say, she produces
such a great percentnge of the cotton crop of the world that)
the supply of American cotton fixes the price of cotton in thei
markets of the world. Cotton planters and farmers come to-
gether when cotton is very low because of an abnormally large |
crop and large visible supply, and they agree to decrease the
acreage for the next crop, because we freguently get more
money for a small crop than for a large one. |

If there is no exception of farmers’ organizations from the
operation of this act and 'the existing antitrust law, then in/|
iy opinion a farmers’ union of the Sonth, meeting and passing
resolutions and agreeing to curtail the production of cotton is
a thing done “in restraint of trade’—there can be no doubt
of that—and they would be subject to prosecution unless they
were exempted in this bill. -

Mr. CUMMINS. They have been, then, for 20 years subject
io prosecution.

Mr. WILLIAMS. T know, and the only reason why tliey have
not been prosecuted is because the prosecuting officers were
afraid of the farmers' vote. The Senator knows that as well
as I. There may be, however, some day some prosecuting offi-
cer who will not be afraid, and he might give them a good deal
of trouble in a matter of that sort.

Mr, CUMMINS. I rather agree with the Senator from Mis-
sissippi that that would be a violation of fhe antitrust law.

Mr. WILLIAMS. There is not any doubt about it; but it
ought not to be prosecuted, because it is a perfectly justifiable
means of defending one’s self against a positive loss in produec-
tion, by merely affecting the natural law of supply and demand.

I was very sorry this morning that we struck out the word
“consumers.” I think the best thing that we could do right
now would be to boycott eggs, let us say, for example; to hold
meetings and say we would not use any eggs umntil these .miser-
able robbers reduce the exploitive price they have put on them;
and then after we succeeded In bringing them to their knees on
eggs—that is, bringing them to a reasonable price—the con-
sumers’ league could declare that they will boycott the use of
a lot of other things for a while—meat, for example, and
fowls—until the robbers concluded to aceept reasonable prices.
However, that has been passed and settled.

Mr. CUMMINS. May I suggest to the Senator from Missis-
sippi that there may be a great many restraints of trade which
for the time being will prove beneficial? But I will ask him
‘this question: The railroads are by far the greatest consumers
of iron and steel products. Would the Senator from Mississippi
favor such a change in the law as would enable the railroads
of the conntry fo combine and dictate the prices of the steel
which they might thereafter buy?

Mr. WILLIAMS. I would not have the slightest fear of that.
. Mr. CUMMINS. Then the antitrust law is of no value, any-

0.

Mr. WILLTAMS. I have not the slightest fear of that, prac-
tically, because they could not refuse to buy steel any longer
ihan a certain length of time. They would be compelled to
have rails. They would be compelled to have rolling stock.
They would have to go on the market for them. The Steel
Trust, upon the other side, moreover, is about as strong as
they are. It would be a Kilkenny cat fight, in which I would
not be very much interested.

I can imagine cases where the consumer of some product:
might be so strong that he would have to 'be curbed in his
cunning, in the exercise of his foree or power.

But leaving that out, which Is a mere offshoot of the argu-
ment, it seems to me that the labor organizations and farmers'
organizations are not in any sense a commercial or an indus-
trial affair. While this bill was directed in its origin and ought |
to be directed now and confined to industrial and commercial
organizations—fo great concentrations of money strength.
which owing to their concentration can become dangerous to the
public—these other people, farmers and factory hands, can
never become dangerous as a money power, being mere volun-
tary organizations without any profit behind them to drive them
1o exploitive and tyrannical acts. Tbey are acting in self-
defense as a rule. Tf they use violence, the only way in
which they may become dangerous to the liberties or prop-|
erty of society, the eriminal law is there to curb ‘and punish |
them. E

Mr. CUMMINS. I think, Mr. President, that there are a great!
many instances in which cooperation could be employed with '
great advantage, but the @ifficulty is, as has been stated here

more than once, this is a country of law, and we must describe

the offense as eertainly as we can, and then it must fall equally
upon all who are within its terms.

1 have mo doubt that if we had an infinitely wise and patriotic
and sensible person to administer the affairs of the United
States, he could administer them in each individual instance
with better advantage than they are administered through gen-
eral law; but we have no such person. And so long as we are
dependent upon general law we ought not to make an exception.
Long before the Senator from Mississippi came in I attempted
10 demonstrate fhat the legislative declaration, to the effect that
labor unions were not restraints of trade, was not an exemption
of these unions from the operation of the law because of the
difference between dabor and a commodity,

I repeat that it disturbs me to hear labor termed a commodity—
to hear the power of a man or woman to exercise the strength of
mind or body in the preduction of something nusefal to the human
race confused with the product which is the result of its exercise,
It destroys all the -distinctions that we ought to preserve.
I close as I began with the iusistence that when labor unions,
with the purpose that I have described, are declared to be
without the antitrust law, we are simply recognizing the essen-
tial character of things and are making a legislative declaration
or interpretation of the law rather than classifying the people
of the country and allowing one class to eseape and afother
class to be bound.

Mr. NELSON. T wish the Senator would be good enough to
have his amendment offered and printed.

Mr. CUMMINS. I think I will do that, so fhat it may be
seen. I offer it as a substitute for section 7. I intend to dis-
cuss it further when we are considering section 18.

The amendment was ordered to lie on the table and be printed
and to be printed in the Recorp, as follows:

Amendment intended to be i]roposed by Mr. CuMMINS to the bill (H. R.

15657) to supplement existing laws against unlawful restraints and

monopolies, and for other purposes, viz: Insert as a substitute for
section 7 the following :

**8ec. T. That the labor of a human being is not a commodity or
article of commeree, and nothing contained in the antitrnst laws shall
be construed to forbld the existence and operatlon of labor organizations
having for their objects bettering the conditions, lessenings the hours, -
or advancing the compensation of labor, nor to forbid or restrain indi-
vidual members of such organizations from ing out sald objects in
a lawful way; nor shall sald laws be construed to prevent or prohibit
any person or persons, whether singly or in comcert, from terminating
any relation of employment or from ceasing to work or from advising
or persuading others in a peaceful, orderly -way, and at a place where
they may lawfully be, either to work or abstaln from working, or from
withholding their patronage from a party to any dispute growing out
of the terms or conditions of employment or from advising or persuad-
ing other wageworkers in a ceful and orderly way so to do, or ‘from

ying or gi to or withholding from any person e ed in such
E?npute any s e benefits or other moneys or things of value, or from
agsembling in a peaceful and orderly way for a lawful purpose in any
place where th‘g ma{) lawfully be, or from doinz any act or thing
which might lawfully be done in the absence of such dispute. Nothing
contained in said antitrust laws shall be construed to forbid the ex-
fstence and operation of agricultural, hortieulturdl, or eommercial or-
ganizations instituted for mutual benefit without .eapital stock and not
conducted for the ary profit of either such organization or tha
members thereof, or to forbld or restraln such members Trom carrying
ont said objects in a lawful way." ;

Mr. EERN. I should like a unanimons agreement that the
Senate take a recess not later than 545 until to-morrow morn-
ing at 11 o'clock.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Lewis in the chair). Does
the Chair hear any objection? The Chair hears none, .

Mr., JONES. I suppose the Senafor from Indiana is going
to move an executive session and that we will not return into
legislative session to-day.

Mr. KERN. No.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair hears no objection
to the suggestion of the Senator from Indiana. Therefore it is
ordered.

Mr, KERN. I yield to the Benator from Tennessee,

NATIONAL CEMETERY, NASHVILLE, TENN.

Mr. LEA of Tennessee. From the Committee on Military
Affairs I report back favorably without amendment the joint
resolution (H. J. Res. 246) to aunthorize the Secretary of War
to issue a revocable license for the nse of lands adjoining the
national cemetery near Nashville, Tenn., for publie-road pur-
poses, and I submit a report (No. 756) thereon. I ask unani-
mous consent for the present considerafion of the joint resolu-
tion.

There being no objection, the joint resolution was considered
as in -Committee of the Whole. It authorizes the Secretary of
War to permit all or any part of the land belonging to the
TUnited States and lying outside of and adjoining the north
and west walls inclogsing the nation:il cemetery near Nashville,
Tenn,, to be used for a public road and to be maintained by the
local anthorities. But such license or permit shall be issued at

the discretion of the Secretary of War and upon such terms and
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conditions as he may prescribe, and may be revoked at any
time, with or without cause.

The joint resolution was reported to the Senate without
amendment, ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and
passed. .

EXECUTIVE SESSION.

Mr. KERN. I move that the Senate proceed to the consid-
eration of executive business.

The motion was agreed to, and the Senate proceeded to the
consideration of executive business. After 10 minutes spent in
executive session the doors were reopened, and (at 5 o'clock and
25 minutes p. m.) the Senate took a recess until to-morrow,
Thursday, August 20, 1914, at 11 o'clock a. m.

NOMINATIONS.
Exccutive nominations reccived by the Senate August 19, 191}
ABSOCIATE JUSTICE OF THE SUPREME COURT. -

James Clark McReynolds, of Tennessee, now serving as At-
torney General. to be Associate Justice of the Supreme Court
of the United States, vice Horace H. Lurton, deceased.

ATTORNEY GENERAL.

Thomas Watt Gregory, of Austin, Tex., to be Attorney Gen-
eral, vice James Clark McReynolds, nominated to be Associate
Justice of the Supreme Court of the United States.

COMMISSIONER OF IMMIGRATION.

Frederle 0. Howe, of New York, to be commissioner of immi-

gration at the port of New York, N. Y.
UNITED STATES ATTORNEY.

Charles F. Clyne, of Aurora, I1l., to be United States attorney
for the northern district of Illinois, vice James H. Wilkerson,
resigned.

UNITED STATES MARSHAL.

Jerome J. Smiddy, of Honolulu, Hawaii, to be United States
marshal, district of Hawail, vice Harry H. Holt, appointed by

the court.
; ASSAYER.

John W. Phillips, of Seattle, Wash., to be assayer in charge
of the United States assay office at Seattle, Wash., in place of
Calvin E, Vilas, superseded.

PROMOTION IN THE ARMY.
ADJUTANT GENERAL'S DEPARTMENT.

Lieut. Col. Eugene F. Ladd, adjutant general, to be adjutant
general with the rank of colonel from August 17, 1914, vice
Col. James T. Kerr, retired from active service August 16, 1914,

CONFIRMATIONS,
Eazccutive nominations confirmed by the Senale August 19, 1914.
COLLECTOR OF INTERNAL REVENUE.

Roscoe Irwin, to be collector of internal revenue for the four-
teenth district of New York.

ASSAYER.

Herbert Goodall, to be assayer in charge of the United States
assay office at Helena, Mont.

POSTMASTERS.
FLORIDA.
Jesse BE. Miller, Graceville.
WEST VIRGINIA.
W. N. Cole, Williamson.

WITHDRAWAL.
Ereculive nomination withdrawon August 19, 191).
Adolph P. Hill to be postmaster at SBanta Fe, N. Mex,

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES.

Wepxespay, August 19, 1914,

The House met at 12 o'clock noon.

The Chaplain, Rev. Henry N. Couden, D. D., offered the fol-
lowing prayer:

O Thon, from whom cometh all strength, all wisdom, all jus-
tice and purity, be very near, we beseech Thee, to those to
whom the welfare of our great Nation has been committed—our
President and his counselors, our legislators and all others in
authority—that they may be guided to a right solution of all the
delicate and infricate problems which now confront us.  And
Thine shall be the praise through Jesus Christ our Lord. Amen.

The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and ap-
proved.

MESSACE FROM THE SENATE.

. A message from the Senate, by Mr. Carr, one of its clerks,
announced that the Senate had passed bill of the following title,
in which the concurrence of the House of Representatives was
requested: z

8.6116. An act to amend section 195 of the act entitled “An
act to codify, revise, and amend the laws relating to the judi-

clary,” approved March 3, 1911,

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED,

Mr. ASHBROOR, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, re-
ported that they had examined and found truly enrolled bill of
the following title, when the Speaker signed the same:

8.5198. An act to reserve certain lands and to incorporate
the same and make them a part of the Pike National Forest,

The SPEAKER announced his signature to enrolled joint
resolution and bills of the following titles:

S.J. Res. 178, Joint resolution granting authority to the Amer-
ican Red Cross to charter a ship or ships of foreign register
for the transportation of nurses and supplies and for all uses
in connection with the work of that society;

S.€54. An act to accept the cession by the State of Montana
of exclusive jurisdiction over the lands embraced within the
Glacier National Park, and for other purposes;

8.6116. An act to amend section 195 of the act entitled “An
act to codify, revise, and amend the laws relating to the judi-
ciary,” approved March 3, 1911;

8.5977. An act to authorize Bryan Henry and Albert Henry
to construct a bridge across a slough, which is a part of the
Tennessee River, near Guntersville, Ala.; and .

8. 5574, An act to amend and reenact section 113 of chapter b
of the judicial code of the United States.

PRICES PAID FOR WHEAT IN KANSAS,

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent for
the present consideration of House resolution 571.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Kansas [Mr. Doo-
LITTLE] asks unanimous consent for the present consideration of
a resolution which the Clerk will report.

The Clerk read as follows:

Reseglution (F. Res. 571) requestin%' the Becretary of Commerce to
report' to the House all facts and information In his possession con-
cerning the prices paid for wheat to the producer thereof In the State
of Kansas, and the prices at which said wheat is sold for export by

dealers, concerns, and exporters at Kansas City, Mo., and how such
prices are fixed and determined. ’ :

Whereas there has this year been prodoced in the State of Kansas
approximately 180,000,000 bushels of whent; and

Whereas said wheat is now being moved to markets in and outside the
said State of Kansas in large quantities; and

Whereas large quantities thereof are sold to different grain dealers,
_concerns, and exporters at Kansas City, Mo, ; and

Whereas the average pucchase price of said wheat paid to the producer
is 63 cents per bushel at the loading elevators within the State of

Kansas, and large quantities of the same wheat are sold for export

by grain dealers, concerns, and exporters at Kansas City, Mo., for

823 cents per bushel to 85 cents per bushel; and
Whereas the cost of transportation and other expenses from any ship-

ping point in the State of Kansas to Kansas City, Mo, is far less

than 20 cents per bushel ; and

Whereas it is stated and believed- that a combination, agreement; and
understanding in restraint of trade exists between certain dealers, con-
cerns, and exporters of wheat in Kansas City, Mo., to depress the
purchase price paid for wheat to the producer: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That the Secretary of the Department of Commerce report
to this body all facts and nformation in his possession concerning the
prices paid for wheat to the prodocer therecof in the Btate of Kansas
and the prices at which sald wheat is sold for export by dealers, con-
cerns, and exporters at Kansas City, Mo., and how such prices are fixed
and determined.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

Mr. MANN, Reserving the right to object, Mr. Speaker, T
understand the resolution provides that the Secretary of Com-
merce shall make this investigation?

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Yes.

Mr. MANN. It seems to me that any investigation that is
made in reference to farm products ought to be made by the
Department of Agriculture, which has some information on the
subject and some men who are experts. Without any reflection
at all upon the Department of Commerce, I think they do not
have in that department men who are experts on the questions
affecting the price or sale of farm products.

Mr. DOOLITTLE. I will gay to the gentleman that at his
cwn suggestion I took up that guestion with the Department of
Agriculture, and I was informed by the Secretary that for the
purposes of earrying out this resolution they did not have the
machinery. On the other hand, the Secretary of Commerce
stated to me specifically that he did have the machinery—the
men who know how to do it. :

Mr. MANN. Well, the only machinery that the Secretary of
Commerce has is the Bureau of Corporations, and if there is
anybody connected with the Bureau of Corporations who is
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especially informed as to such matters he ought to be given
another job.

Mr. FITZGERALD. This resolution merely calls for informa-
tion in the possession of the Secretary of Commerce.

Mr. MANN. Well, that would not amount to anything.

Mr. FITZGERALD. He has the authority.

Mr. MANN. That is not the intention. I have no objection
to an investigation being made; but the Department of Agri-
culture is engaged now in studying the question of the trans-
portation and grades and grading and all matters connected
with market production, market handling, and with the form
of grading and marketing and handling grain products.

Mr. DOOLITTLE, This is a local condition, I may say to
the gentleman from Illinois, and it has been more or less dis-
tressing. We should have the information, and if the Depart-
ment of Commerce can give it to us—and the Secretary says it
can—most certainly it could do no damage, and it might do a
great deal of good.

Mr. MANN. 1 think it might do a great deal more damage
than good. We put in the Agricultural appropriation bill quite
an appropriation for the studying of market conditions and the
marketing of farm products—$250,000, I believe, and am so
informed by a gentleman who would know. If they have not
the machinery, I do not know where you would get it. Cer-
tainly the Bureau of Corporations has not the knowledge.

Mr. DOOLITTLE. The Office of Markets is not yet prepared
to give us the information or to make the investigation.

Mr. MANN. The appropriation is made, and they could
make the investigation under that. In other words, I believe
that under the langunage * to study the subject of the marketing
of the farm products”™ that study ought to be made by the
Department of Agriculture, which is in sympathy with the
farmer who produces, rather than the Department of Commerce,
which is in sympathy with the reduction in the price of farm
products, instead of keeping them at a proper price for the
benefit of the farmer.

Mr. DOOLITTLE. I hope the gentleman will not object to
the consideration of this resolution.

Mr. FITZGERALD. The gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
Maxx] was one of the men who were instrumental in the crea-
tion of the Department of Commerce. He never intimated that
it was for the purpose of building up an organization un-
sympathetic with the farmer and against the interests of the
farmer.

Mr. MANN. No. I was the originator of the Bureau of Cor-
porations. I intimated and always said that it was the duty
of the Department of Commerce to study the interests of the
manufacturer and commercial portion of the country. We had
the Department of Agriculture to study the interests of the
farmer.

Mr. MURDOCK. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman withhold
for a moment while I ask a guestion of the gentleman from
Kansas?

Mr. MANN. Yes.

Mr. MURDOCK. T would Mke to ask him this question, reserv-
ing the right to object: When the gentleman introduced his first
resolution, previous to the European conflict, there was a mar-
gin of some 20 cents between the export price of wheat at
Kansas City and the price paid in the primary grain markets?

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Yes.

Mr. MURDOCK. Since that time and since the outbreak in
Europe virtually no wheat has been moving?

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Not very much.

Mr. MURDOCK. There has been an embargo on shipments
in Galveston and on the Atlantic seaboard markets, and in the
meanwhile the general ocean-carrying charge on wheat has
Jumped from 3 cents to 11 cents, and on account of that tre-
mendous jump in the ocean freight charge I understand that from
all over the world English tramp steamers are heading for the
Atlantic and the Gulf ports to take advantage of the situation.
Now, either before the war abroad or since the war began there
has been a question out in Kansas as to the reason for the
difference between what is paid in the primary wheat markets
and what the exporter sells it for——

Mr. DOOLITTLE. I have a substitute here——

Mr. MURDOCK. And you call for all information which the
Secretary of Commerce now has. Of course he has no informa-
tion bearing upon this matter now.

It does not seem that the language of this resolution would
give him power to send men out to get it.

Mr. DOOLITTLE. I may say to the gentleman that Secre-
tary Redfield has assured me that he would get the information
that the House asked for.

Mr. MURDOCK. Under this resolution?

LI—S881

Mr, DOOLITTLE. Yes; and he has two men ready to send.
I also have a letter from him which has already been read,
and is incorporated in the favorable report on the resolution
from the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce,

Mr. MURDOCK. Of course he will have to go outside of the
limits of the language of this resolution to do it.

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Not outside of the interpretation of it
as they have interpreted it. It is in the customary form.

Mr. MURDOCK. I hope we can get the information, whether
by resolution or not.

Mr. SLGAN. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object, I
would like to ask the author of the resolution if his substitute
broadens the scope of the inquiry beyond the State of Kunsas?

Mr. DOOLITTLE. No; it does not.

The SPEAKER.. Is there objection?

Mr. MANN, Reserving the right to object, the gentleman
recalls that in the Agricultural appropriation act for the last
fiscal year we carried an appropriation of £50,000 to enable that
department to study marketing conditions. In the recent Agri-
cultural appropriation act we carried an appropriation of $250,-
000 for the same purpose. Now, if the Agricultural Depart-
ment can not obtain information like this with such an appro-
priation, how does the gentleman expect the Department of
Commerce can get it without any appropriation?

: h{: DOOLITTLE. I am informed they can do it and will

o it.

Mr. MANN. Well, I do not think they can.

Mr. ADAMSON. The Secretary wrote a letter stating that
he could.

Mr. DOOLITTLE. And he so stated to me,

Mr. MANN. I will say to the gentleman that I am perfectly
willing to let the Agricultural Department make any investi-
gation in reference to prices or marketing conditions, or farm
products, but I am not willing to turn that over to any other
department of the Government while the Agricultural Depart-
ment is engaged in making such investigatious. I think the
Agricultural Department ought to make the investigations re-
lating to farm products.

Mr. MURDOCK. What was the gentleman's substitute?

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Would the gentleman from 1llinois object
to the present consideration of the resolution if it were directed
to the Secretary of Agriculture?

Mr. MANN. I would not.

Mr. FITZGERALD. Well, I do not intend fo have a resolu-
tion like this fixed up just to suit any one person here.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

Mr. MANN. I object.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Illinois objects. The
gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. WEBB] is recognized.

CUSTOMS APPEALS.

Mr. WEBB. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that the
bill 8. 6116 be taken from the Speaker’s table and put upon
its immediate passage. A bill identical thereto has been re-
pogtecl by the House Judiciary Committee and is on the cal-
endar.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the title of the bill.

The Clerk read the title of the bill (8. 6116) to amerd sec-
tion 185 of the act entitled “An act to codify, revise, and amend
the laws relating to the judiciary,” approved March 8, 1911,

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the bill

The Clerk read as follows:

Section 195 of an act entitled “An act to codif , Irevise, and amend
the laws relating to the judiciary,” apyroved Magch 3, 1§11, be, and
hereby is, amended so as to read as follows:

‘ SEC. 195. That the Court of Customs Appeals established by this
chapter shall exercise exclusive appellate jurfsd!ction to review by ap-

al, as herein provided, final decisions by a board of general appraisers
n all cases as to the construction of the law and the facts respecting
the classification of merchandise and the rate of duty imposed thereon
under such classifications, and the fees and charges connected there-
with, and all a% lable questions as to the jurisdiction of said board,
and all appealable questions as to the laws and regulations governing
the collection of the customs revenues; and the Judqmonts and decrees
of said Court of Customs Appeals shall be final in all such cases: Pro-
vided, however, That in any case in which the Judgment or decree of
the Court of Customs Appeals is made final by the provisions of this
title, it shall be competent for the Supreme Court, upon the petition
of either party, filed within 60 days next after the issue by the Court
of Customs Appeals of its mandate upon decision, in any ease in which
there is drawn in question the construction of the Constitution of the
United States, or any part therecof, or of any treaty made pursuant
thereto, or in any other case when the Attorney General of the United
States shall, before the decision of the Court of Customs Appeals i3
rendered, file with the court a certificate to the effect that the case is
of such importanca as to render expedient its review by the Supremo
Court, to require, by certiorari or otherwise, such case to be certified
to the Su&u‘eme Court for its review and determination, with the same
power and authority in the case as if it had been carried by appeal or
writ of error to the SBupreme Court: And provided further, That thia
act shall not apply to any case involving only the construction of sce-
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tion. 1, or unﬁ portion thereof, of an act entitled “An act to provide
. revenue, equalize danties, and encourage the Industries of the nited
States, and for other purposes,” approved August 5, 1009, nor to any
case involving the construction of section 2 of an act entitled ‘An act
to promote reciprocal trade relations with the Dominion of Canada,
and for other purposes,” approved July 26, 1911."

The SPEAKER. The Chalr will inquire if a similar Dbill is
on the House Calendar?

Mr. WEBB. An absolutely identical bill.

The SPEAKER. The guestion is—

AMr. FITZGERALD. It ean not be done except by unanimous
consent,

The SPEAKER. Why can it not?

Mr, FITZGERALD. Because this is Calendar Wednesday.

The SPEAKER. Suppose it is.

Mr. WEBB. I do not imagine the gentleman from New York
will objeet to nnanimous consent.

Alr, FITZGERALD. I want to find ont something about it.

AMr. MANN. The gentleman asked unanimous consent.

Mr, FITZGERALD. He asked unanimous consent.

The SPEAKER. The rule does not bear out the gentleman
from New York.

Mr, FITZGERALD. Perhaps nof.

The SPEAKER. The rule provides that—

On Weducgﬂny of eacll:; :meg t?l?s busliaess Ismthgeﬂmmbﬂ :xf‘er]‘;;i_:

rm nnless
tagh}:]rsovvi.;l:: og gaﬁgflso?: to glspense th%rewith, shall othetwtge doter=
mine.

Paragraph 4 reads:

After the unfinished business has been disposed of the Speaker shall
call cach standing committee in regular order.

This is before the unfinished business.

Afr, MANN. The rule says that no other business shall be
in order. That has been the ruling of the Speaker heretofore.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman asked unanimous consent,
and that settles it.

My, FITZGERALD, I will ask the gentleman to state ex-
actly what is proposed to be done by this change.

Mr. WEBE. I ean state it very briefly. When the Court of
Customs Appeals wus created, there was no provision whatever
for an appeal in any case from that court, strange to say.
Theretofore customs cases had been brought to the Supreme
Court from the Board of Appraisers and through the circuit
courts; but when the customs court was created there was no
provision for an appeal from that court.

Mr. FITZGERALD. That was for the purpose of taking out
of the United States Supreme Court a great mass of litigation
which cumbered the docket of that court.

Mr. WEBB. That is very true. The bill before us provides
that whenever the Constitution of the United States or a treaty
is drawn in question by a decision of the Court of Customs
Appeals, then either side may ask for a writ of certiorari to the
Supreme Court of the United States—not to take an appeal as
a matter of right, but to ask the court for the right to appeal—
and if the Supreme Court of the United States think it is a
question that ought to be decided by them, they can take it up.

Mr. FITZGERALD. That would include cases involving the
construction of the Constitution or a treaty.

Mr. WEBB. That is all. In other cases where the Attorney
General, before the customs court has passed upon a case,
certifies that it should be carried te the Supreme Court, either
side may ask for a certiorari. A large per cent of such applica-
tions is turned down by the Supreme Court. This bill is im-
portant at this time, because the question of the 5 per cent
drawback or discount on imports in American bottoms is now
pending, you may say, and that case involves many treaties.

It is not believed that this inferior customs eourt should pass
finally upon a great matter of that sort. I might say that this
pending case will affect the revenue to the extent of ten or
twelve million dollars a year. Clalms are being piled up against
the Government. The Attorney General ruled that the 0 per
cent clause was vold on account of our treaty obligations. The
customs officers held with the Attorney General, but the Board
of Appraisers held differently, and the ruling of the Treasury
Department still holds, and these cases are going to the Court
of Customs Appeals.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

Mr. MANN. Reserving the right to object, T read the House
bill and the report, and am not quite clear now, but it seems
to me that a certificate had to be filed in advance of the deci-
sion of the customs court in order to retain the right of appeal
to the Supreme Court. Is that correct?

Mr. WEBB. That is correct in eases where the Constitution
and treaty are not drawn in question. In all other cases each
gide ean ask for a certiorari when the Attorney General certi-
fles, before the decision of the court is made, that the case is

cgb such importance that it ought to be carried to the Supreme
urt.

Mr. MANN. Does tlie zentleman know the opinion of the

Treasury Department as to the amount of business that this
is likely to send to the Supreme Court?

Mr, WEBB. Assistant Attorney General Wimple, who rep-
resented this court, and the Attorney General himself said it
would be very small—probably not two cases in five years.

Mr. MANN. I notice that this bill provides that there can
be no appeal in reference to the wood-pulp section in the Can-
adian reciprocity aect.

Mr. WEBB. Yes.

Mr. MANN. Why should not the Government haye the bene-
fit of the Supreme Court in that matter? )

Mr. WEBB. I think that the Government ought to have that
right, and Assistant Attorney General Wimple was very in-
sistent that it should, but the Treasury Department said that
since wood pulp had been put upon the free list they considered
the matter a closed incident. Such right was in the original
bill, and insisted on by the Assistant Attorney General, but we
saw at onece the the paper folks all over the counfry were going
to raise strennous objection.

i g; gIANN Whom does the gentleman mean by “ the paper
D ”

Mr. WEBB. The wood-pulp people.

Mr. MANN. Oh, no; just the ofher way. The pulp and
paper manufacturers would like to get a decision from the
Supreme Court of the United States, because the customs court
decision was against them. Still I apprehend that it would be
difficult to get a bill through the Senate or the House by unani-
mous consent where the newspaper people did not want it to
pass and they do mot want a review by the Supreme Court
of the United States. So to that extent we are bowing to the
power of the press.

Mr. WEBB. I can say that the power of the press had
nothing to do with our decision. The Treasury Department told
the committee that as wood pulp had been put on the free list
and the matter had been settled by the court it would not in-
sist on reviewing the court’'s decision. It was settled quite a

| syhile—probably a year ago—and they were willing to drop the

matter and consider it closed, and that is why we exempted the

| Canadian reciprocity provision.

A brief review of legislation providing tribunals for passing
upon customs claims may be of value in determining the neeces-
sity for passing the pending bill.

In the course of time the work of setfling customs claims
grew to such an extent that it was thought desirable to relieve
the regular courts of this work and to provide tribunals to
hear and determine such matters.

On June 10, 1800, Congress passed the act entitled “An ack
to simplify the laws in relation to the collection of the rev-
enues.” By section 14 thereof the decision of the collector as
to rates and amount of duties chargeable upon imported mer-
chandise, and so forth, was made final and conclusive against
all persons interested therein, unless the owner, importer, con-
gignee, or agent, and so forth, should, within 10 days after,
“but not before,” such ascertainment and liguidation of duties,
if dissatisfied with such decision, give notice in writing, and
so forth, and upon suech notice and payment the collector was
required to transmit the invoice and all the papers and ex-
hibits connected therewith to the board of three gemeral ap-
praisers which should be on duty at the port of New York,
or to a board of three general appraisers who might be desig-
nated by the Secretary of the Treasury for such duty at that
port or at any other pert, and so forth.

Section 15 of the act provides for a review by the cirenit court
of the United States for that distriet, on application of either
gide, within 60 days after the decision of the appraisers. It is
provided that the cireunit court might then refer the ease to one
of the general appraisers, as an officer of the court, fo take and
return fo the court such further evidence as might be offered by
either side, under the rules of the court, within G0 days' time.
It provides that the case should be heard upon such furiher
evidence and the returns from the lower court; the circuit
court’s decision to be final, unless such court should be of the
opinion that the question involved was of such importance as
to reguire a review of such decision by the Supreme Court of
the United States. In such cases sald cireuit court, or the
judge making the decision, might, within 30 days thereafter,
allow an appeal to said Supreme Court, but it provided that
an appeal shall be allowed on the part of ihe United States
whenever the Attorney General shall apply for it within 30
days after the rendition of such decision.

It was contended that pnder the provisions of the act of 1800
claimants dld not, in good faith, present their evidence before

= s
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the general appraisers, but did so in an indifferent manner,
and trusted to their right to have other evidence presented in
the eircuit court, and their case finally determined upon that
and the record from the lower court. To remedy this defect, it
was provided in 1908 that all evidence in the case must be sub-
mitted to’ the Board of General Appraisers prior to their de-
cision.

By the act of August 5, 1900, the Court of Customs Appeals
was created and provision made for an Assistant Attorney Gen-
eral, The aet provides ‘that appeals from general United
States appraisers can only be taken to this court, except in
cases already tried, but then not yet heard on appeal.

This is the law to-day governing this class of litigation, as
shown by section 105 of the act of March 3, 1911, which the
bill under consideration seeks to amend.

It seems manifest, from the review of legislation, that Con-
gress had in mind constituting the Court of Customs Appeals
a court of final review to take care of the many questions that
would arise affecting the construction of the revenue laws as
to rates and classifications, and thus relieve the general courts
of this detailed work. This it seems to have accomplished.

Since the act of 1909 it has been found that this Court of
Customs Appeals has been called on to pass upon not only
questions of rates and classifications, but also questions in-
volving a construction of the Constitution and our tre:ties
with other nations, In a few instances it has been called on to
settle questions not involving a construction of the Constitution
or treaties, which were of much importance on account of the
amount of money involved.

The case of American Express Co. against United States, tried
and determined by this court, as reported in the fourth vol-
ume of their decisions, on page 146, was a case involving the
construction of our Constifution and treaties with other na-
tions. The court was asked to determine whether the granting
of free importation of wood pulp from Canada did not auto-
matically, under the “favored-nation clause” in our treaties
with other nations, nullify the act of Congress in so far as it
attempted to lay a duty on wood pulp brought in by such' other
nations,

It was contended by the importers that, under our Constitu-
tion, treaties were to be construed as a part of our fundamental
law, and therefore, of necessity, had to be read into the acts of
Congress and construed by the court. The Government con-
tended that treaty provisions, such as were involved in this case,
were only executory promises and not binding upon the courts
until written into our statute law by Congress. Under the de-
cision in this case the Government will be required to repay to
the importers about $3,000,000.

As examples of cases not involving a construction of the Con-
stitution or treaties, we wonld cite the controversy with the
Indian Government, as to whether the metallic or the exchange
value of the rupee was the proper basis of taxation, which
involved something like $1,000,000; and the question as to the
proper classification of saki, the national drink of the Japanese,
which involved something like a half million dollars.

The bill now being reported only modifies the existing law
to the extent of providing that the decisions of the Court of
Customs Appeals may be reviewed by the Supreme Court—

in any case in which there is drawn in question the construction of the
Constitution of the United States, or any part thereof, or of any treaty
made pursuant thereto, or in any other case where the Attorney General
of the United States shall, before the decision of the Court of Customs
Appeals is rendered, file with the court a certificate to the effect that
the case {8 of such importance as to render expedient its review by
the SBupreme Court, to require, by certiorari or otherwise, such case to
be certified to the Supreme Court for its review and determination
with the same power and authority In the case as if it had been carried
by appeal or writ of error to the Supreme Court: And provided further,

t this act shall not apply to any case involving only the construction
of section 1, or any portion thereof, of “An act to provide revenue,
equalize duties, and encourage the industries of the United States, an
for other purposes,” approved August 5, 1909, nor to any case involv-
ing the construction of sectlon 2 of an act entitled “An act to promote
reciprocal trade relations with the Dominfon of Canada, and for other
purposes,” approved July 26, 1911,

Exception 1 covers all that portion of the Payne-Aldrich
tariff law which levies the tariff taxes.

Exception 2 covers all that portion of the reciprocity act
with Canada relating to wood pulp.

Whether Congress meant to give to this court the final juris-
diction in all such important cases, especially involving the con-
struction of the Constitution and of treaties, when it made their
decision final “in all cases as to construction of the law and
facts respecting the classification of merchandise and the rate of
duty imposed thereon under such classification, and the fees and
charges connected therewith,” efe., has been determined by this
court taking such final jurisdiction. The only way now to limit
their final jurisdiction to these matters of classification and
rates is by amendment.

The Supreme Court of the United States, being the highest
judicial tribunal in the Nation, should finally pass upon such
important matters as affects the Constitution and treaties and
the exceptional enses vitally affecting the Nation's revenue
where the Constitution and treaties are not involved.

It is not thought that there would be very many cases,
under the last class, reviewed, but cases, from time to time,
will arise, and it is desirable to have in this amendment a pro-
vision by which such questions could be finally settled by the
highest court. These cases would be limited to those in which
the Attorney General would file his certifieate before the deci-
sion, and after this the Supreme Court itself would determine
whether the case was a proper one for their review.

This amendment will affect the final jurisdiction of the Court
of Customs Appeals in cases arising under the tariff Iaw of 1913.

The Treasury Department has asked the opinion of the Attor-
ney General upon subsection 7 of paragraph J of section 4 of the
tariff act of 1913, which section reads as follows:

That a discount of 5 per cent on all duties imposed by this act shall
be allowed on such goods, wares, and merchandise as shall be imported
in vessels admitted to registration under the laws of the United States:
Prorvided, That nothing in this subsection shall be construed as to

abridge or in any manner impair or affect the provisions of any treaty
concluded between the United States and any foreign nation.

The Attorney General reported that, on account of provisions
in treaties with other countries, this section was inoperative.
The Treasury Department, acting upon this opinion, instructed
the collectors of customs to not allow the 5 per cent discount.
Protests were filed by importers, and the general appraisers
heard the case and ruled as follows:

We conclude that subsection T of paragraph J of section 4, tariff
act of 1913, should be enforced according to its letter: that dutiable
goods imported in vessels admitted to registration under the laws of
the United States should be conceded a D per cent discount from the
duties provided for in the other parts of the statute,

From this rroiing both sides appealed to the Court of Customs
Appeals. These cross appeals will, in their order, be reviewed
by the Court of Customs Appeals, and if this bill is promptly
passed the cases can be reviewed by the Supreme Court without
unnecessary delay.

Pending the final settlement of the question no discount is
being allowed, and claims are being filed against the Govern-
ment amounting to from $7,000,000 to $10,000,000 per year.
Either a very large amount will have te be held as a contingent
fund or, if the Government finally loses the cases, some provi-
sion will have to be made for settling the claims.

It is generally conceded that this case should be carried be-
fore the Supreme Court for final decision. Mr. Levett, repre-
senting the Merchants’ Association of New York, admits that
personally he thinks it should. The Government is anxious
to have it thus passed upon as early as possible. There are
widely differing opinions as to what should be the proper ruling
upon this question, as will be found in the printed hearings
before the Judiciary Committee upon this bill.

The Treasury Department has given its indorsement to this
measure and urged its speedy passage, as shown by the follow-
ing lefter:

Juxe 10, 1914,
Hon. EpwiN Y. WEBB,
Chairman Commitiee on the Judiciary, House of Representatives.

8ir : Under date of April 3, 1914, I had occasion to eall your attention
to bill H. R. 15960, now pending before the Committee on the Judi-
ciary, providing for a review by the Supreme Court of decisions of the
Court of Customs Appeals in certain customs cases, including those in-
volving constitutional and treaty questions.

As the matter is one of the greatest importance to this department
and to the proper administration of the customs, I wish to impress
upon {‘ou again the necessity of early action by Contiress oa this meas-
ure. There are many cases now. pending involving the 5 fer cent ship-
ping clause of the tariff. This issue is one of the greatest importance to
the Trmwﬂc[ﬂJMent. Should the decision of the Cusfoms Court
of Appeals verse to the Government, the possible refunds might
run from ten to twelve million dollars a year, and would materially
reduce the revenune from customs. Constitutional and treaty questions
are frequently raised In tariff issues, and they all are matters of the
grentest importance and should be left for the final determination of the

u{‘:_:;eme Court.

r these reasons I would therefore urge that prompt action be taken
IJE the committee, with the view that this legislation be passed during
the present seszsion of Congress.
Respectfully, W. G. McAboo, Secretary.

I hope, therefore, that the bill will pass at once, as it is very
important to the revenues of the Government.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? [After a pause.] The
Chair hears none.

The bill was ordered to be read a third time, was read the
third time, and passed.

A similar House bill, H. R. 17147, to amend section 195 of
the act entitled “An act to codify, revige, and amend the laws
relating to the judiciary,” was laid on the table.

Mr. WEBB. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ex-
tend my remarks in the Recorp upon this bill.
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The SPEAKER. The gentleman from North Carolina asks
unanimons consent to extend hic remarks in the Recorp on the
bill. Is there objection?

There was no objection,

REVISION OF PRINTING LAWS.

The SPEAKER. This is Calendar Wednesday, and the un-
finished business is the House bill 15902, The House auntomati-
cally resolves itself into Committee of the Whole House on the
state of the Union.

Accordingly the House resolved itself into Committee of the
Whole House -n the state of the Union, with Mr. Pace of North
Carolina in the chair.

The CHAIRMAN. The House is now in Commitiee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union for the further consider-
ation of the bill of which the Clerk will read the title.

The Clerk read as follows:

A bill (H. I, 15902) to amend, revise, and codify the laws relating to
the public printing and binding and the distribution of Government
publications.

Ay, BARNHART. Mr, Chairman, there is meither polities,
poetry, nor inspiration to oratory in this bill. It is a plain
business proposition in whizh every Member of Congress and
every reading and thinking individual in our country is inter-
ested, for it has to do with their general information, their
convenience, ana their expenditures. And inasmuch as I am
anxious to spend as little tire as possible in general debate
and give you the most intelligent and comprehensive ountline of
the proposed legislation possible, it will be a favor if I be spared
from interruptions during the formal presentation, and after I
am through with this I will try to answer any interrogatories
which may suggest themselves to you. But as the bill is
lengthy and full opportunity will be given for the consideration
of each section, we will save time, I believe, by curtailing debate
as much as possible now, that we may the sooner commence
the reading and detall consideration of the bill.

FOREWORD.

As a matter of information to all concerned, the Government
lias a public printing office, the buildings smd egquipment of
which are Invoiced at $£5,500,000, the annual -expenditure for the
operation of the establishment is approximately $7,000,600, and
the output must be the mental and mechanieal product of the
best and most accurate skill in the printer's art. The building
is a1 model in architectural arrangement, the equipment is mod-
ern and complete, and the four thousand and odd employees
have sanitary system, medical attention, and emergency hospital
facilities highly ereditable to the best Government in the world.

In addition, in comparison with the wage scales of printers,
binders, and machinists in the printing industries of the large
cities of the United States, as shown by the union wage scales
published by the Department of Labor, our Government pays its
Printing Office employees more than the general wage scales,
it gives them an anmaal leave of absence of 30 dayswith full pay,
it guarantees stable wages whether prosperity or panic prevails
in the country, it provides them with medical and surgical re-
lief during working hours, and it assures them permanent em-
ployment if they are faithful. With these ideal conditions as
a foundation for a publie printing service the people havea right
to expect helpful results, and they may have if Congress will
systematize and economize to the end that a maximum of service
in useful public documents be given at a minimum of expense.

Your Committee on Printing has carefully and impartially
considered the necessiiy for better legislation for this branch
of the Government service. It has given hearings to all who
asked to be heard and to many whose knowledge and advice
might aid in the preparation of a good bill. And it has gathered
data from the hearings and investigations of preceding com-
mittees in both House and Senate, and comes to you with the
fundamentals, at least, of a just and wholesome measure, in
which every Member is interested, regardless of politics.

The bill to revise the laws for printing, binding, and distri-
bution of public documents now under consideration is the
result of investigations by a Printing Commission and the Print-
ing Committees of the House and Senate, which have been at
work nine years. Several bills have been introduced as the
result of the work of the commission and the committees, one
of which passed the Senate two years ago, but reached the
calendar too late for consideration in the House before the end
of the term, when all bills die. And in the beginning I want
to give most of the credit for the general features of reform in
this bill to Representative Davip E. FiNtey, former chairman
of the House Committee on Printing; Senator REEp Saoor,
former chairman of the Senate Printing Committee; .and Mr.
George Carter, clerk of the Joint Committee on Printing. Of
conrse, others have rendered valuable assistance, and this bill

has many new features which none of the others carried, added
by Mr. Tavesxes, Mr. Kmss, and myself, and which, we be-
lieve, will contribute much to the efficiency, economy, and popu-
larity of the legislation.

The impression is abroad that Members of Congress—in both
branches—are foliowing long-established customs of grab-bag
methods in printing and franking privileges not creditable to
those big enough to make laws for our national welfare. It is
doubtful if this impression is justified, all things considered,
but that there is a tremendous waste in our methods of printing
and distributing public doenments there is not a doubt, as the
official report accompanying this bill will readily show you.
You would be amazed if I were to tell you that in public-
document procedure alone we surely waste a half million dol-
lars a year; and add to this the wrapping, franking, envelopes,
leave to print, and other excesses which this bill aims to cor-
rect and it will amount to more than a million dollars a year
that is absolutely wasted, except to those who profit by the
production.

FEATURES OF THE RILL.

Much of this bill is reaffirmation of existing law. When-
ever present law has been found conducive to good results.
it has not been changed, but the advantageous new features of
the bill, as the committee sees them, grouped info general sub-
Jjects, are as follows:

Valuation system of allotment of documents to Members, so
each may have the publications he needs for distribution.

Restrictions of departments in free-hand and duplicate docu-
ment printing.

Limitation of printing frank slips and envelopes, correcting
both printing and franking abuses.

Restricting leave to print extraneous matter in the CoxcrEs-
SI0NAL IRECORD.

More satisfactory plan for printing for committees.

Labor-saving method of folding, wrapping, and handling pub-
lic documents.

Publication of morning bulletin of day's program of House
and Senate business.

Rearrangement of Government printing officials and salaries.

More general supervision by joinf committee and Publie
Printer over all public printing.

Requiring all printing and binding to be done at the Govern-
ment Printing Office.

And providing fines and imprisonment for violations of frank-
ing and distribution privileges.

FAULTY DOCUMEXNT DISTRIBUTION,

Not only is our present system of printing and distributing
extravagantly wasteful, but it does not give Members of Con-
gress their allotment of the kind of publications that are most
helpful to the people they represent. For instance, every Mem-
ber of Congress sends out many publications to his people which
are of little or no use to them, because they are alletted to him
and he thinks it better to send them out than to let them lapse
and be sold for junk paper. A Member in a purely agricultural
district has little use for the publications useful in cities now
allotted to him, and the Member representing the city has little
or no use for much of the agricultural literature, and so forth,
allotted to him. As it is now, Representatives from forest and
prairie, from seacoast and interior, from cotton belt and wheat
fields, from shop and live-stock ranch, and from city and coun-
try, are all given the same kind of free documents for their con-
stituents and, of course, much of it is useless becauvse it has no
relation to conditions in the locality to which it is alloited.

Hereafter each Member of the House will be allotted $1.800
worth of public decuments for his dlstrict each year, and each
Senator 200 worth cach year. This is pracfically the
same expense the Government is now incurring im printing
documents. But the advantages of the new sysfem are many.
In brief, the Printing Office will isspe limited-edition coples of
documents from time to time as the demand requires, and this
will save much waste in printing allotment stuflf not wanted,
as is now done; each Member will be given only what he
orders, and many will therefore draw less than their sllotment,
which will be another saving; no Member can draw on his
allotment after his term expires, and new Meinbers can supply
the wants of their constituents as soon as thelr term begins and
not encounter an exhausted document list becanse the prede-
eessor had drawn out everything available, both present and
future; Members can order what they need, and nothing else
will be printed and wasted for them, and thus ihe people will
get that which is helpful in their vicinily and vocation and
there will be ne excess printing of unwanted documents, as is
always done where Members are given the same allotment of
the various documents,
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And so this provision will be a great saving in printing
expense, a great convenience to Members, and a great help to
these for whose benefit public documents are issued.

FRANKED STATIONERY PRINTING.

The franking privilege is much abused at much cost and
without profit to any considerable number. True, this is a
function of legislation not strictly within the province of this
Commiftee on Printing, but we can help by the regulation of
frank slip and envelope printing, so that the possibility of
excessive franking shall be limited. To say nothing of the
number of frank slips and white document envelopes used by
Representatives during the past year, the Public Printer re-
ports that twenty-two and a half million manila document
envelopes of various sizes were furnished to Representatives
and Senators—an average of 41,500 each, In addition to this,
departments used millions, and committees and Members of the
House and Senate were furnished with hundreds of thousands
of free white envelopes and letter sheets for correspondence
purposes, and each Member had his liberal cash stationary al-
lowance besides. You say this is only the custom established by
vears of precedents. That is true, but wrongdoing is not justi-
fied by all the precedents and customs of the ages, and that
the misusing of public funds in this way is plainly and inex-
cusably wrong who can deny?

How will our limitation of printing document envelopes and
forbidding their use under penalty by others than AMembers
work economy in franking expense? I will tell you: First, the
abolition of the small-size document envelope will estop Mem-
bers from using large quantities of them, econtrary to law, in
correspondence; second, if will stop the wholesale practice of
inviting the public to pitch in for free public documents whether
or not they are needed or used; third, it will stop the abuse
of private interests promoting speeches in Congress, pay-
ing for the printing of large quantities of them and then using
sowe Member's envelope, folding, and franking privilege to send
them out; and, fourth, the curtailmeunt of not-wanted document
printing will discounrage the practice that has long prevailed of
gome Members franking out any kind of useless document stuff
just to show constituents on the mailing lists that they are not
forgotten by their Representative in Congress.

FRANK-PRIVILEOE ABUSES.

If T were to give yon all the reports of abuses of the franking
privilege which have come to the knowledge of members of this
committee, it would require a considerable extension of my
time, anid some of it might not be aceurate, for evasion of the
law is nsually covered up; but if I were fo tell yon that 750,000
copies of the speech of a Meniber of Congress were recently sent
to an ageney in Philadelphia to be used by an organization to
hoost its purpose, and that the Government paid for the folding,
for the envelope printing, and for the franking through the mails,
you would have a hint of the possibilities of ahuse of the franking
privilege. Orif I were to cite the alleged distribution of a million
and a half coples of speeches by a Member of Congress through
Government franked envelopes by an organization which sought
to exploit its ideas of a combined moral and industrial question,
all at Government expense, you would see evidence of the abuse
of the franking privilege. Or if I were to cite yon to part 65 of
the hearings pursnant to Senate resolution 92 by a Senate sub-
committee of the Committee on the Judiciary, yon would be
astonnded at the evidence that 520,000 copies of a selfish interest
pamphlet had been printed, wrapped, and franked at Gov-
ernment expense, and you would appland the Post Office Depart-
ment in its undertaking to recover from this selfish interest
$57.600 postage expense which the Government incurred in
transmitting this illegally franked document through the mails.
Or if T were to tell you that a congressional campaign committee
had more than a 1,000,000 Government-printed speech envelopes
left over after a campaign, which represented a large public
expense, and that these envelopes were disposed of as junk by
some one unknown to a Government record, you would admit
carelessness, to say the least. Or if I were to show you that a
certain congressional exponent of a will-o™the-wisp politieal
propaganda had 2,000,000 speech envelopes printed at one time,
and either sent them out earrying his hallucination or wasted
them, you would be justified, after knowing these few instances
of the many of the kind, in sidestepping your dignity far enough
to exclaim, “ Rotten!”

PENALTIES FOR VIOLATIONS.

I want to also eall your attention to the faet that there are
enough sharp teeth in this bill to protect the proposed law from
imposition. Section 68 provides a fine of $1,000 as penalty for
any Government distributing agent selling or disposing of for
gain any public document printed for free distribution; and
also provides a heavy fine of $5,000 or imprisonment for 5 years,

or both, for any officer or employee of the Government Printing
Office who violates this section. Section 35 provides a heavy
fine of $3,000 or imprisonment for 7 years, or both, for the Public
Printer if he shall by himself or in collusion with others de-
fraud the Government. Section 36 provides a fine of $1,000 or
imprisonment for 5 years, or both, for the Public Printer or any
of his official subordinates if any such be Interested in any in-
dustry which furnishes supplies for the Government Printing
Office. And section 42 provides a fine of $300, which ought to be
more severe, for any Member of Congress or agent or employee
of the Government who shall assist any private institution or
;%dividual to the unlawful vse of franked envelopes or frank
ps.

Furthermore, section 69 protects the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD
from misuse by providing that any matter not spoken in order
on the floor of the House or Senate shall first be offered, then
cousidered by the respective Printing Committee, and passed on by
the respective House before it be published. There is an excep-
tion, however, whereby leave-to-print matter germane to the sub-
Ject under consideration may be inserted in the REcorp by unani-
mous consent, but it must be limited to four pages. And iliese
provisions, the committee estimates, will greatly curtail the
inconvenient bulk and the unnecessary expense of the Cox-
GRESSIONAL RECORD, which ought to be a succincet reproduction
of the proceedings of Congress and not the carryall for every,
Tom, Dick, and Harry in the country to exploit his ideas at the
expense of the Government and to the inconvenience of every-
body who would like to read the actual proceedings of Con-

gress,
ECOXOMY IN THE RILL.

To the casual observer the proposed changes might seem in-
consequential, but to the investigator they show large possi-
bilitles of retrenchment and benefit to the public service. In
the matter of economy alone this bill must attract your ap-
proval. Here is a table of estimates of curtailment and in-
creases of expenses carried in the bill which we ask you to in-
spect. It specifies the provisions of the hill upon which the com-
miftee bases its estimates of economies to be effected:

Econonties,

Section 2: Vesting Joint Committee on Printing with aun-
thority to prevent duplications and waste in printing and
distribution of documents, and authority to. investizate
other ahuses in the public printing (estimate based on
actunl savings effected by printing investigation com-
mission under similar authority) - _________ $25, 000, 00
Section 3. paragraph 2: Compilation of memorial volumes
and other documents by clerk of Joint Committee on
Printing_____ 900, 00
Section 11 : Reduction in salary of Deputy Public Printer__ 500,00
Section 14, paragraph 1: Reduetion salary of purchas-
ing agent 600. 00
Section 16: Reduction In compensation of assistant super-
intendent of work in charge of might work _________ 600, 00
8, 000. 00

Section. 27: Leave of absence at day rate pald at tlme
granted instead of at rate earned ]
Section 42, parﬂzmggnﬂ: Franked document envelapes is-
sued free to Mem of Congress to be of manila stock
instead of more ive grade Il
Section 44, paragraph 1: Restriction of * unanimous-con-
scnte:;)prinﬂns of documents by either House (csti-
mat ¥
Section 45 : Elimination of departmental publleations from
numbered-document series of Cengress, -and thus pre-

43, 560. 00

25, 000. 00

yenting dopleation-_ o o e 19, 952. 25
Scction 47, paragraph 1: Elimination of print of private

pension bills as introduced (cost, Sixty-first Congress,

e T S e e e e R R R T R L 80, 000, 00
Section 47, paragraph 4: Elimination of one usecless print

of bills as authorized by present law. . _______ 8, 0020, 00
Bectlon 40, paragraph 3: Restriction of use of embossed

letterheads and envelo by Members of Con .- 88, 182.71

tions 54 : Restricting library distribution of House and

Senate Journals 2o e 1, 000, 00
Rection 535, paragzraph 2: Folding of documents for valua- i

tion distribution at Government Printing Office________ 23, 000, 00
Section G4, pa aph 2: Selection of documents to be sent

it depoit o sy DRI L s e S L e 110, 000. 00
Bectlon 05, paragraph 2: Ellminatiom of duplicate coples of

documents sent to depository Hbrarles_ ... 28, 730, BT
Section 60: Revising lihrar{ malling lists of departments. 5, 000. 00
Section 68, paragraph 1: Valuation plan for distributien

of! doc‘;xgments by .heinbarx of Congress._______ --~ 150, 000. 00
Section 68, paragraph 4:
2) Eli?;inatim of ope edition of Congresslonal Dirce-

tory im Ionﬂx sesslon R Al L 4,187.53
(5) lé;y'uhsltit:: 2 new process instead of engraving for

memorial volumes___ 5, 000, 00
(8) Elmination of abridgment of messages and docn-

8
ments 13, 847. 83

(1‘!3 Elimination of lst of patents from annual report
(20) ‘3&‘3‘3‘%‘3‘3& mo? ﬁﬁ:’%’ 1 depository lbrari E:Eig' 2;5
n ce ea ry es_ A

(22a) Elimination of Secretary’s re;%rt from Agrical-

tural Yearbook. -———- 16,029, 00
(22g) Discontinunnce of Annual Report on Field Op-

erations, Burean of Soils 17, 310. 66
(26) Discontinuance of annual list of officers of

merchant steamers, ete. 2, 500. 00

Seetion GO, paragraph 4: Restricting matter inserted in

Hecord ‘; subjects germane to proceed
of Congress (estimated) %8 100, 000. 00
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Section 69, paragraph 6: Limiting remainder coples of
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD to be bound for Members .. ___
Section 72:

Paragraph (1?: Limiting distribution of Decisions

of Comptroller of the Treasury
Paragraph (10c¢) : Increasing subseription price of
Pa?e-n? Gazette from $5 to $10 per year. oo
Eliminating Patent Gazette depository libraries______
Paragraph (12) : Placing Daily Consular and Trade

$72, 588. 00
8, 712, 00

15, 000. 00
12, 858. T4

Reports of Department of Commerce on sales basis_ 30, 000. 00
Discontinuing publication of Commercial Relatlons_. 6, 245. 99
Section 77, paragraph 3 : Restrictlon of committee binding. 10, 000. 00
Section 78: Requiring all printing and binding to be done
at Government Printing Office (based on 5 per cent sav-
ing on £1,000,000 worth of such work now done outslde)_ 50, 000. 00
Section 80, paragraph 1: Limiting size of annual reports
of departments and establishments (estimate) . ___ 10, 000, 00
Total reductions-. 945, 320. 12
Imereases,
Section 3, paragraph 1: Stenographer for Joint Committee
O L e $1, 000. 00
Bectlon 10, paragraph 2: Salary of Publie Printer, from
$5,600 to gﬁ. 0 per annum 500. 00
Section 16: Salary of medical and sanitary officer, from
$2,600 to $3,000 iy 400, 00
Section 26: Compensation of 60 job compositors, from 50
to 05 cents an hOML oo 8,012, 80
Section 27 : Leave of absence to SE_temEorary employees_.. 2, T8T. 00
Section 49, paragraph §: Printing clerk for House of Rep-
resentatives._-__________ ________ 2, 500. 00

Section 50, paragraph 3: Bulletin of committee hearings__ 15, 000, 00
Section 69, paragraph 2: Dally table of contents.......- 10, 000. 00
Bectlon T2 (10d) : Copy of patents for library in each

State ____ 12, 000. 00
Sectlon 81, paragraph 1: Division of publications in each
department and establishment of the Government..___.. 10, 000.00
Increase in miscellaneous publications (estimated) - _———-- 25, 000. 00
[ Total Increases 87, 199. 80
g— - _———— .}
Total economies —.————-- 945, 320. 12
Total increases 87, 109. 80
Net economies 858, 120.32

In most instances the fizures in this list are based on unques-
tionable statistics of actual saving. Other estimates of probable
economies are based on conclusions of clerks and heads of divi-
sions who are familiar with present practices which they know
10 be excessive and uselessly expensive. And, besides, we can
safely add another big item of economy in franking cost to the
Postal Service by the limitation of the free-for-all use of
franked envelopes, in the lesser quantities of documents that
will be sent out under the proposed allotment reform, in lesser
number of documents of little or no interest to anybody, and in
the reduction of bulk of the CoNgrESsSIONAL REcorp, Yearbooks,
and many other publications carrying a superfluity of space
filled with reports, and so forth, in which the public has little
or no concern. For instance, the elimination of the annual re-
port of the Secretary of Agriculture in the Yearbooks will
amount to a saving of $16,000 worth of paper and printing
and the weight of the book and consequent franking expense
will be reduced proportionately. Many other similar instances
of franking economy by reason of reduction in bulk could be
cited, but you see the horse sense in the Yearbook illustration
as well as the committee saw it and as the wayfaring man,
though a fool, can see it.

GENERAL OBSERVATIONS.

Time forbids that I go into general details of the manifold
merits of this bill. It has no polities in it, it has no favoritism
in it, and it has no purpose except that Members of Congress be
given a more helpful and more economic publie printing service
than now. Of course, it is not satisfactory to all. No improved
legislation was ever proposed which curtailed privileges or elim-
inuted unnecessary expense that did not incur opposition from
those who want to be let alone or those who want more than
consisteney and justice to others will permit.

There are, as we believe, sp many advantageous features in
this bill that no Member of Congress can vote against it and
serve his constituents best. It may be improved by amend-
ments, and to that end the committee invites sincere endeavor
from any source. But opposition which arises because the bill
provides for a faithful public service, rather than continue the
present method of a service wide open to imposition, ought not
to have much influence with Members who are here to serve the
public rather than the public serve them with advertising facili-
ties.

It is high time that the people measure the merit of their
Members of Congress by their work and votes in legislative en-
deavor rather than by the number of letters and the amount of
free document stuff they can send out. But I would not be

\

anderstood as opposed to the legitimate use of the franking
privilege. The people have a right to know the nature of bills,
what is being said of them, and what is being done in their
Congress and by heads of their Government. They, too, have

a right to Government helps in suggestions of experts in health,
comfort, industry, and vocational endeavor. This is a people's
Government, and they have a right to be liberally advised
through free-postage privilege what is being done for them or
to them, so they may intelligently direct the future by their
yotes,

The present methods of misusing the public printing and
franking privilege is not graft. It is a custom that has grown
up because of lax and flexible regulations, which mean most
anything that precedent has established. It has not been viola-
tion of law, for there has been no well-defined enactment, and
officials and Members have placed their own interpretations on
what they have a right to use and the people's Treasury has suf-
fered accordingly.

But hereafter the law will be specific if you enact this bill;
department heads and Members wlill all know what is proper
and what improper, and the public can easily learn from official
publicity if their officials are overdoing in the matter of pro-
miscuous document distribution.

Gentlemen, the citations in the committee report and in this
presentation merely touch the high places of economic possi-
bility in congressional printing and franking. Abuses that re-
sult from “everybody's business is nobody’s business” are the
bane of the public service. We can correct much that is wrong
and wasteful by passing this bill, and we owe it to the country
as exemplars of finance, of publie trust, and of honor to do it.

There is an adage as old as honesty itself which says if we
be true to ourselves we will not be false to others. There-
fore, in fairness to Members of Congress and in justice to those
whom they represent, we ought to pass this bill and make clear
what is right and what is wrong in public-document printing and
distribution. The misuse of Government printing and frank-
ing has been the stalking horse of common scandal for years,
and whether it is warranted or not we can here efface the
cause, and I believe it is up to every Member of this House
to aid in this legislation by helping to make this bill plain and
effective in the largest measure possible that this public service
may be vastly improved and its use freed from criticism for-
ever. [Applause.]

Mr., GOULDEN.

Mr. BARNHART. Yes.

Mr. GOULDEN. Mr. Chairman, I have listened with a great
deal of care to the able and careful presentation by the gen-
tleman of the bill under consideration, and I have one sugges-
tion that I desire to make to him. The gentleman speaks
of the liberal allowance for printing: he should use the word
“ stationery,” and he should give the amount. The gentle-
man created in my mind the impression that it might be four
or five or six or seven thousand dollars; but we know it is
only $125 for both stationery and postage. I make that sugges-
tion only because the public might be misled.

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield.

Mr. BARNHART, Yes.

Mr, STAFFORD. The gentleman refers to abuses of the
franking privilege by Members of Congress. It has been my
privilege as a member of the House lobby Investigating com-
mittee to give some conslderation to those abuses, but the im-
pression I gained from the gentleman's statement would lead
me to believe that there were but few instances of abuse of the
franking privilege. From the investigation I concluded there
were only rare instances where Members of Congress permitted
their franks to be used by civie associations in violation of the
law, and I think the gentleman owes it fo the House to make.
that clear, because some newspapers are only too inclined to
pick up some little straw and magnify it in criticizing Con-
gress. I recall years ago when serving as a member of the
Committee on the Post Office and the Post Roads of this House
the Washington Post carried an editorial charging that pianos
and other freightable matter were being sent through the mails
by Members of Congress under a frank.

The Committee on the Post Office immediately summoned the
editor of that newspaper, Mr. McLean, before it, and we found
that there was no warrant whatsoever for that charge. The
charge had been made and it had gone broadcast to the publie
over the country. The public made up its opinion that Mem-
bers of Congress were violating the franking privilege. It was
not the fact. If was refuted, but the refutation did nof reach
to the quarters the original charge did, and Members are still
under that obloquy. The gentleman this morning has stated
that it is surprising the number of instances where the franking
privilege has been abused. I think he should state, in fairness
to the Members, the instances, as far as he can, and the number,
so that the country may know that the Members of Congress
generally are not indulging in wholesale abuses of the franking
privilege. But the instances are few; that is my opinion from

Mr, Chairman, will the gentleman yield?
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the consideration I have given to this question as a member of
the Committee on the Post Office for 10 years and as a member
of the House lobby investigating commitftee. [Applause.]

Mr. BARNHART. Mr. Chairman, on the other hand, the gen-
tleman from Indiana, did not say that there was wholesile vio-
lation. He said numerous instances had been reported to the
committee, and he recited at least a half dozen or a dozen,
withont giving names, and I think they are sufficiently con-
spienous to identify themselves in the mind of the gentleman
from Wisconsin.

Mr, STAFFORD. I do not desire to have the gventleman
mention the names, but I would like fo have him state from
his thorough investigation of this subject whether there are
more than 10 instances where the franking privilege has been
abused by Members in loaning their frank to civic associations
or others.

Mr. BARNHART. I could not say as to how many instances
there are. I only mentioned some of those that had been re-
ported to the committee. These are conspicuous and pro-
nounced instances, and I do not recall definitely—I think two
of them occurred during the present Congress. The instances
are past and gone, and in the course of my remarks I said that
the interpretation of the printing law and the franking privi-
lege, as they stand, was such that everyone put his own inter-
pretation upon it; and, while there had been abuses beyond
doubt, it is barely possible that those who indulged in them did
not consider them to be such.

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr, Chairman, will the gentleman yield
further?

Mr. BARNHART. Yes.

Mr. STAFFORD. I wish to say that as far as the law is con-
cerned there is no question whatsoever in my mind that it is
very plain and clear that no Member can allow his frank to be
nsed for the dissemination of matter published in the CoxXGRrEs-
s10NAL Recorp for the benefit of any organization save one, and
that is an organization composed of Members of Congress, that
exception being made for the benefit of the respective congres-
sional campaign commitiees. When the representatives of the
National Association of Manufacturers, who had abused the
franking privilege by scaitering broadcast the speech of a learned
Member of this House on a question of interest to the public——

Mr, BARNHART. The gentleman mentions one that I
omitted. : 3

My, STAFFORD. Those representatives of the National As-
socintion of Manufacturers testified they were not acquainted
with the law. The law is clear enough, and as I construe the
law the Post Office Department, as the representative of the
Government, has the right to proceed against every one of the
violators of that law for the postage that wounld be required to
be paid in the circulation through the mails of those speeches.
There is nothing the matter with the law.

Mr. BARNHART. Mr. Chairman, the difficulty with the gen-
tleman iz that he is undertaking to assume that this committee
is attempting to regulate the franking privilege. The Com-
mittee on Printing in this bill undertakes to do nothing of the
kind, except indirectly. If the Committee on Printing can regu-
late the printing of franked envelopes and slips so that these
abuses will be impossible, or if they are indulged in will be re-
ported and given to the public by official publicity each year,
we will have taken a long step in the direction of creating a
reform and going probably as far as our committee could go,
because if we went further we would invade the domain of the
Comimittee on the Post Office and Post Roads. Therefore we
have been careful on the line of demarcation as to how far this
committee can assist the Committee on the Post Office in pre-
venting the possibility of future abuses which we know to have
existed in the past

Mr. FESS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BARNHART. Yes.

Mr. FESS, For information, I want to ask the chairman of
the committee a question: Suppose a Member of the House
shonld make an address here, and I should want to use it under
.my own frank. Would there be any violation of the franking
privilege if I gecured the gentleman’s address and sent it out
under my own frank?

Mr, BARNHART, I think not.

Mr. FESS, Supposge an ex-Member of the House were to make
an address outside of the House on some oceasion and that
that address were printed here by unanimous consent. Would
it be a violation of the franking privilege for me to send out
that sddress?

Mr. BARNHART, As T understand, the law provides you can
frank out any parcel of matter contained in the CONGRESSIONATL
Itecorn, That is thoroughly established, T believe.

Mr. CANTOR. Will the gentleman yield for a quesﬁon?

Mr. BARNHART. T will

Mr. CANTOR. Does the gentleman’s committee recommend
any change in the present franking law?

Mr. BARNHART. No; this committee felt that it did not
come within its province to make recommendation for any
change in the franking law except o far as the printing laws
can regulate; in other words, in making a violation of the law
impossible. We thought we could go that far.

Mr, CANTOR. That is within the provisions of the law and
act itself?

Mr. BARNHART. Yes,

Mr. FITZGERALD and Mr. SIMS rose,

Mr. BARNJART. I yield to the gentleman from New York.

Mr. FITZGERALD. This bill proposes to revise completely
the Iaws relating to printing and binding and the distribution
of Government publications. Why shovld the Joint Committee
on Printing longer be continned practically in the control of
the adminisiration of a Government establishment that does a
business of $5,000,000 or $6,000,000 a year? Why should the
Printing Committees of the two Houses assume to do any part
of the administrative work in connection with the Government
Printing Office any more than the Naval Committee the Navy
Department or the Agricultural Committee the Agrienitural
Department? Why should not the Printing Office be managed
by the Public Printer? If he be not competent, let him be
removed, and if he be competent he should administer the office.
Why should the members of the joinf committee have au-
thority to supervise contracts, supervise the administration, and
do the innumerable things of a purely administrative character
for which there might have been some excuse when the law
was first enacted providing that Congress shonld have its
records, files, and other papers printed, but for which no such
necessity exists at this time with the progress and advance-
ment in the printing trade?

Mr. BARNHART. Is that the question?

Mr. FITZGERALD. I should like the gentleman to answer
the question,

Mr. BARNHART. Well, it is very long, and covers quite a
wide range, but in brief my answer would be this—

Mr. FITZGERALD. It is a very important matter. For
instance, the gentleman knows that when Congress is not in
session the clerk of the Joint Committee on Printing, who always
has been, as far as I can recall, selected by the members of
the committee of the Senate, remains in Washington and as-
sumes the control of the conduct of the Government Printing
Office rather than have that done by the Public Printer.

Mr, BARNHART. On the contrary, the very reverse is true;
the Secretary of the Interior has charge of the Government
Printing Office when Congress is not in session; but going
back to the other question——

Mr. FITZGERALD. He never exercises any control.

Mr. BARNHART. His business is to do it; that is what this
bill seeks to do, to fix responsibility upon somebody.

Mr. FITZGERALD. The truth of the matter is that the clerk
to the Joint Committee on Printing has the care of the public
printing when Congress is not in session. Why should any
commitiee, why should any Member of either House of Con-
gress be engaged in the work of a great administrative depart-
ment of the Government? Why should we not divorce the
legislative branch, now that we are to revise these laws, from
the control of an administrative department of the Govern-
ment and let the Public Printer conduct the Printing Office.
Under this bill as proposed he is a figurehead in most respects.

Mr. BARNHART. Ob, the gentleman could not put that
construction upon it——

Mr. FITZGERALD, The fact is he is put at the head of the
Governmient Printing Office, and yet there is not a contract of
any character, not a thing that"he can do himself, but the en-
tire business is done under the supervision of six Members of
the two Houses. With all due respect to the entire member-
ship of the two Houses, I do not believe that any three Mem-
bers of either House are as competent to conduct a great admin-
istrative establishment as the man selected for the work., who
is a practical printer. If we are to revise the printing laws,
laws in reference to the control of the Government Printing
Office, it seems to me that a very pertinent matter to be deter-
mined is whether the Joint Committee on Printing, or each
Printing Committee of the two Houses of Congress, should have
anything whatever to do with the administrative work of the
Printing Office, and that is a question fo be determined in the
consideration of this bill. There may be good reasons for it,
and, if so, I shall be pleased to have the gentleman state them.

Mr. BARNHART. Now, if the gentleman will permit me
here, the Committee on Printing finds that it has something
to do. It believes that it has a right to assuine sowe control
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over the affairs of the Government Printing Office. It has the
responsibility for a good many things. The Committee on Ap-
propriations, I believe, has all that it ean do to take care of
its special line of business, but the Joint Committee on Print-
ing has charge, as I said in the beginning, of the expenditure
of $7,000,000 of funds a year. Under present rule, as I sald
before, what is everybody's business is nobody’s business.
Things have been going along haphazard, and I realize, gentle-
men, that these other committees are not quite ready to con-
sent that the Committee on Printing of either House should un-
dertake to regulate things which they—the other committees—
believe are within their jurisdiction. We have understood that
for some time, because we have encountered this opposition
before, but on tle other hend there is not any question, I
believe, but what the Committee on Printing has a perfect
right to bring this bill in, and as long as we do not infringe
upon the rights of any other committee I believe we are per-
forming a righteous public service. That is my answer to the
gentleman’s inguiry.

Mr. FITZGERALD. This Is not a question of differences
between committees. As a Member of the House I have asked
the gentleman to state, and I think it is a very pertinent and
important matter, the reasons that justify a committee of this
House; I do not care whether it is the Committee on Printing
or any other—take, for instance, the Committee on Naval
Affairs——

Mr. BARNHART. Just a minute. Who does the gentleman
think ought to have supervisory control over the Govercment
Printing Office?

Mr., FITZGERALD. I think the Joint Committee on Print-
ing should have full confrol over the legislation affecting
public printing. I do mot believe that the committee should
have any right, for instance, to administer the Government
Printing Office any more than the Naval Affairs Committee
should administer the Navy Department or the Military Af-
fairs the War Department or the Committee on the Library
the Library or some other commitiee the Bureau of Printing
and Engraving.

The Bureau of Engraving and Printing is nearly as large an
establishment as the Government Printing Office.

Mr. BARNHART. It iz a different type of business and
service altogether.

Mp. FITZGERALD. The head of that office conducts it under
the head of a department, and no committee of Congress is at-
tempting to determine the character of materials he should pur-
chase, nor is he prohibited from making any contract or agree-
ment or doing anything at all affecting the management of that
office unless some joint committee of Congress approves it. We
ought to divorce the administration of these great administra-
tive departments from administrative control of Congress, We
have legislative duties to perform. The Committee on Appro-
priations appropriates money, but it does not attempt to compel
the head of any department or bureau to confer with the mem-
bers of the Committee on Appropriations as to the expenditure
of the money.

The gentleman speaks of the conflict of committees. For in-
stance, section 82 of this bill, providing for the method of sub-
mitting estimates, is in conflict with the general law relative to
the submission of estimates by all departments of the Govern-
ment. There is another provision in this bill which makes a
permanent indefinite appropriation for the Government Printing
Office. There is another provision in the bill which authorizes
the leasing of additional space upon the approval of the Joint
Committee on Printing, regardless of certain other statutes con-
trolling. There are a great many other things in this bill which
put in the hands of the Joint Committee on Printing administra-
tive powers which have no justification for lodgment in the
hands of any legislative body. Why should not the Bureau of
Fisheries be supervised, controlled, and conduected by the Com-
mittee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries? I ask in good faith
if the gentleman will suggest any reason for the continuance of
this policy, now that we have arrived at the stage we have in
the art of printing?

A few years ago this House was confronted with the fact
that a writ had been issued by the District Supreme Court to
the members of the Joint Committee on Printing, bringing
them into court to determine whether they should or should not
execute n certain contract, because they were performing an ad-
ministrative function. The question is likely to arise at any
time. The Members of this House and of the other House, in

ihe performance of administrative duties, are likely to be
thrown into the courts and get into legal entanglements. Here
is a great printing office. and why should it not be organized
and administered by administrative officials and not by mem-
Everybody knows that Members of

bers of a legislative body.

this House and Members of the other House have not time to
devote to the conduct of the Government business reaching the
enormons extent of $6,000,000 or $7,000,000 a year.

I should be glad to have the gentleman give some reasons.
He may have reasons that I have not in mind that will justify
this condition. I know no one else to ask if it be not the gen-
tleman from Indiana [Mr. BaArxmART], the chairman of the
Committee on Printing.

Mr. BARNHART. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from New
York is generally fair and lucid, but when he undertakes to de-
seribe the Burean of Fisheries as an important adjunct to the
Congress of the United States he is surely very wide the mark.
The Government Printing Office is really a part of the Congress
in a large measure. It can not be any other way, becaunse its
mission very largely is to serve the Congress. We all admit
that. Now, he says there is not any administrative feature to
it as it now stands. On the contrary, there is a great organiza-
tion down there, and under the plan proposed by the gentleman
they would either have tfo report to the Committee on Appro-
priations or else not report at all, and so far as the finances are
concerned the Appropriations Committee does take care of it,
and in certain instances, in the not very far-distant past, it
has gone down there without proper knowledge, becanse it did
not have the time, and raised the wages of the different classes
of workmen out of proportion with wages of other workmen in
the Government Printing Office, and created disturbances that
are not settled even at the present time.

Mr. FITZGERALD. The gentleman is intimating that some-
thing was done from which the inference is that I was respon-
sible. The gentleman said that in the not distant past the
Committee on Appropriations went to the Government Printing
Office and raised salaries. The truth of the matter is the com-
pensation was raised, if at all, for any employees, not by the
Committee on Appropriations, but with the knowledge of every
Member of the House, in items fixed in an appropriation bill.

Mr. BARNHART. It was done in a sundry civil bill, as I
remember it.

Mr. FITZGERALD. It was not done by any committee; it
was done by the House.

Mr. BARNHART. In any event, it was done, and doubtless
the gentleman from New York had full knowledge it was being
done, and I have no objection to the fact that it was done; but
when you take one clgss of workmen, who are scheduled by the
Bureau of Labor at certain wages per hour, and another class
of workmen who are scheduled at the same wages per hour in
the principal cities, and raise one class and leave the other
one where it is you are creating trouble, and there ought to be
some committee that has more time to give to the investigation
of matters of that kind than a great committee that is over-
whelmed all the time with other matters of even more impor-
tance,

Now, then, as to the organization of the Government Printing
Office. I appreciate the fact that every Government head, and
you all appreciate it, would like to have his own way. In the
preparation of this bill we encountered practically the head of
every department, who insisted that he must have his own way
with what documents he should print and how he should print
them. They all want all the leeway they can get, anéd I do not
know as I blame them for wanting the largest privilege possible;
but, on the other hand, there must be some stay somewhere,
and it seems to me that it would be the part of consistency for
the gentleman from New York [Mr. Frrzeerarp], the chairman
of the great Committee on Appropriations, to join hands with
us and help regulate these abuses I have pointed out.

Mr. FITZGERALD. I am not objecting to the gentleman
trying to regulate the abuses. I have asked the gentleman a
simple question, and he has not come within a mile of answer-
ing it; and that is, Is there any reason why any committee of
Congress should perform purely administrative duties in con-
nection with the Government Printing Office?

Mr. BARNHART. Cerfainly; in this instance; because the
Public Printer is more the servant of Congress than any other
man in official life. That is why it is our business.

Mr. FITZGERALD. The gentleman says he is the servant
of the Congress, . The Clerk of the House is the servant of the
House, but no committee of the House attempts to perform his
duties.

Mr. BARNHART.
Government’s duties,

Mr. FITZGERALD. T think the gentleman will find from
an examination of his bill that he is not only attempting to
provide for it, but to—-

Mr, BARNHART. We are attempting to 1imit sole authority.

Mr. FITZGERALD., There is in Statuary Hall a clerk known
as the CoNGRESSIONAL REcorp clerk. He is an employee of the

No; we are not attempting lo perform the
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Government Printing Office. What peculiar reform iz to be
affected by the provision which provides that the Publie
Printer shall appoint this particular individual with the ap-
proval of the Joint Committee on Printing? The law provides
that he shall be under the direction of the Public Printer. He
is an employee of the Government Printing Office. He is now
in the classified service. But here is a provision to fasten that
place in the Joint Committee on Printing. It takes the position
out of the classified service.

Mr. BARNHART. Well, now, Mr. Chairman, in reply to
that I will tell him why the House ought to have something to
do with this clerk in charge of the CoxcressioNAL Recorp. It
is because we are in direct contact with him all the time. He
is our servant, not the servant of the Public Printer especially.
He is the servant of the House and of the Senate, and espe-
cially of the House.

Mr. FITZGERALD. No; not especially of the House.

Mr. BARNHART. He is our servant, and we have the right
to assist in the selection of him, to approve or disapprove of
his selection, =

Mr, FITZGERALD. He is not especially the servant of the
House, except that his place of business is perhaps nearer the
House Chamber than the Senate Chamber,

Mr. SIMS. Mr. Chairman, I approve of the purposes of the
gentleman's bill, and know that he is sincere, and all that. But
as he is a newspaper man, I want to call his attention to a
little matter, because there was several years ago reference
made to a charge that a Member from Indiana had shipped 60
bags of seeds from Washington to his home city to be mailed
out. The paper in which I saw the item stated that there was
a carload of these bags. Of course the paper did not say that
these seeds could have been franked here and sent out sepa-
rately, which would have given the Government postal em-
ployees still more trouble than fo have them shipped in bags
direct from Washington to the Member's home city. But this
same paper was a weekly newspaper and claimed that it had
a circulation, deliverable in the county of its publication by
mail, exceeding 1,000, and on that circulation, I understand,
the paper does not have to pay any postage whatever. It was
a weekly paper, published in the county, and it was sending out
each week more than 1,000 copies of the paper, 52 times a year,
which made its franking privilege amount to a much greater
number of pleces during one year than the whole franking
privilege enjoyed by a Representative of a congressional district.
It was lamenting terribly over the abuse of the franking priv-
ilege by Members of Congress, and yet it did not mention at all
the fact that it was itself exercising the franking privilege in
the county in a volume nearly three times that of a Congress-
man.

It is complained that as an actual faet the Government loses
about $60,000,000 a year on second-class matter, which is $60,-
000,000 lost on the franking privilege extended to these pub-
lications. I think these publications, when they abuse Congress,
ought to be at least liberal enough to let the people know that
they themselves are exercising the franking privilege in a
volume vast in extent and far greater than that of the Members
of the House.

Mr. BARNHART. Well, T will say to the gentleman that my
experience is that there are a whole lot of consistent, sensible,
and fair-minded newspapers published in the United States, and
then there are others.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Chairman, before the gentleman takes his
seat T want to ask him one question. This Government is
founded on the principle of maintaining a separation between
the legislative and executive departments. This bill proposes a
combination in many respects, of the two in the administration
of the Government Printing Office. Some of the men who help
make the law are in many ways to execute it. Does the gentle-
man think that the reasons he has given are sufficient to confer
all this executive power on the Joint Committee on Printing?

Mr. BARNHART. Will the gentleman point out in what par-
ticular section of the bill it takes from the judicial department
of the Government any of its rights and prerogatives? 3

My, COOPER. I said “executive,”

Mr. BARNHART. In what respect?

Mr. COOPER. The bill gives directions as to how the law
shall be executed in regard to contracts, and the Public Printer
is bound to execute them in accordance with the views of the
Joint Committee on Printing, The gentleman has pointed out
m;a:tay things that will be under the supervision of that com-
mittee,

Mr. BARNHART. T will call the gentleman’s attention to the
fact that the section to which he is now referring is the exist-
ing law. This section is a very slight enlargement, indeed, of
the present law.

“Mr. COOPER. T was not referring to a particular section,
but to many sections of the bill, some of which are new, I
think. !

Mr. BARNHART. I said in my opening statement that, in
the main, this bill is a reenactment of existing law, because it
has been found effective, efficacious, and helpful in the -public
printing service.

Mr. MANN rose.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Illinois is recognized.

Mr. STAFFORD. Mpr. Chairman, will the gentleman froin
Indiana yield to me for a moment?

Mr. BARNOART. Yes.

Mr. STAFFORD. I hope the gentleman did not infer from
my remarks that I, as a member of the Post Office Committee,
was in any sense criticizing the bill. TFar from it. I was
merely trying to have the gentleman give the House a full bill
of credit, that the franking privilege is not abused by Mem-
bers of Congress generally, I was fearful that the remarks
made by the gentleman might be misconstrued by the news-
papers generally as a statement regarding a general abuse of
the franking privilege. I think the bill as reported by the gen-
tleman's committee—

Mr. BARNHART. I think if the gentleman from Wisconsin
will look at my remarks when they are printed he will find that
I very carefully avoided any such criticism, because it was
foreign to my thought. I took these particular instances and
cited them as a few of those that had been mentioned to the
committee.

Mr. STAFFORD. I supposed the gentleman thought T was
casting criticism upon him, but it was furthest from my mind
to do so in that particular.

Mr. BARNHART. I did not understand it so.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Illinois [Mr. MANKN]
is recognized.

Mr. MANN. Mr. Chairman, speaking of the abuse of the frank-
ing privilege, as the gentlemen preceding me have just done, I
am not sure that I am correct, but my recollection is that one
of the Members of the House recently printed in the CoNGRES-
SIONAT, REcogp, under leave to print, a letter addressed to his
constituents asking for a renomination. I know I have seen
the letter, and my recollection is that it was published in the
CONGRESSIONAL REcorp. I have been told that that letter is
being sent out under the Member’s frank, with a picture of the
Member at the head of the letter. .

Of course, I suppose under the law the Post Office Depart-
ment may have no authority to stop it. Perhaps it isnot an abuse
of the franking privilege. But I have always thought that L

| had no right to conduct a campaign or send out letters of any

kind in reference to a renomination or reelection under my

congressional frank.

There is a question as to the proper conduct of the Printing
Office on the one side. The suggestions made by the gentleman
from New York [Mr. Frrzeerarp] that a printing office is an
administrative or an executive office, and ought to be 8o
managed, are of great force. Congress is not so situated that
it Is able to manage an executive office to good advantage. I
do not think that any board anywhere makes a good executiye.
An individual ought to be at the head of an administrative
work, and I have ro doubt but that the Government Printing
Office could be better conducted in its ordinary work if the
Joint Committee on Printing had nothing whatever to do with
it, so far as the administrative end of it is concerned.

That is one side of the question which must appeal to any-
body familiar enough with administration and legislation to
have gotten into this body. Everyone here must know that
Congress does not make an ideal administrative or executive
head. We do not even make a very good executive or adminis-
trative head as to our own work. We would be run in a great
deal better manner, as far as legislation is concerned or as far
as the administrative end of it is concerned, if we had some-
body at the head to direct us. But as that is impossible in a
legislative body, we do the best we can.

On the other side, I hold this bill in my hand. Tt is dropped
into the basket by a Member of Congress to-day, and containing
125 printed pages, we expect it to be printed and in the hands
of Members the next morning. The remarks I am now making
will, without revision on my part—though revision might im-
prove them—appear in the CoNcressioNAL Recorp, which ill
be in the hands of every Member of Congress to-morrow morn-
ing. We could not rely upor having this bill, dropped in the
basket to-day, printed and in the hands of Members to-morrow
morning unless we had some control over the public printing
establishment, originally known as the Congressionai Printing

Office.
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I do not recall, if T ever knew—which I probably did not—
the history of the heginning of the congressional printing, but
I suppose that in the early days Congress found that it was
necessary to control its own printing—which very likely was
originally done by contract—so that it could determine that a
thing -should be done and done promptly and done correctly
and have it under its own control. I do not believe it would be
practicable for Congress to obtain from the Government Print-
ing Ofiice the work that it must have done for the orderly pro-
cedure of legislation if it had no strings tied to that work.
How far the Joint Commitiee on Printing ought to pass npon
the kinds of paper that are to be used and to pass upon the
samples of paper and the kinds of ink and the samples of
ink to be used upon all the contracts that are entered into
for all the work of the Government Printing Office, which now
extends practically to all of the printing done by all of the
departments of the Government, I do not undertake to express
an opinion about.

The distinguished gentleman from Indiana [Mr. BARNHART]
the chairman of the House Commitiee on Printing -and the
ranking Houge member of the Joint Committee on Printing,
has presented this bill before us as a codification in part of
the existing law and in part as an amendment to the existing
law, The bill has been floating around Congress for qhife some
time. I do not now remember whether this bill was drawn
to a Jarge degree before the distinguished gentleman from
Indiana became a Member of the House, but I think it was
before he became chairman of the House Committee on Print-
ing, and he is not entirely responsible for the matters that are
in the bill, though I am glad to say I think we never have had
a better, more conservative, more gentlemanly, and more courte-
ous chairman of the House Committee on Printing than the

. gentleman from Indiana. [Applause.]

Now, this bill is one of details. The commitfee has not en-
deavored to reform the control of the Printing Office. That
control iz now in the hands of the Joint Commitfee on Print-
ing. The committee may have intended in the bill to enlarge
its powers and funetions somewhat, but in the main the bill is
one of details. As a rule, in examining bills that consist
mostly of matters of detail I try to determine whether the
man who drew the bill was careful about his details. YWhen I
strike a few place$ about which I wonder whether they have
been carefully considered, then I wonder whether the whole
bill has been carefully considered.

I call attention, for instance, to section 46, paragraph 2,
page 42, of the bill. I shall not read the language of the

“bill, but the sobstance of it. It provides that of Senate docu-
ments and reports there shall be distributed to the Senate
document room 300 copies. The language of the bill is in all
cases “not to exceed,” but that means the full number. Of
Senate documents the Senate document room is to have 300
copies, and the House is to have 500 copies. YWhen it comes
to House documents, the Senate is to have 150 copies and the
House 500 copies. The bill proposes to give to each Senator
three copies of a Senate document, and to each Senator one and
one-half copies of' a House document. When it comes to House
documents, it proposges to give to each Member of the House
one copy, and of each Senate document one copy. Now, I am
very appreciative of the distinction and honor of being a
United States Senator, and I have the highest respect for that
body; but I can not understand why you should print 200
copies of a Senate document and 650 copies of a House docu-
ment. Of course, I am not a candidate for the United States
Senate, and never will be, and perhaps the gentleman from
Indiana [Mr. BARNHART] is

Mr, BARNHART. I take it I am not telling any family
secrets when I say that in the hearings it developed that the
clerks of the document rooms of the House and Senate agreed
that it was necessary to have more Senate documents than
House documents, becanse the House is very much more strief
in what it permits to be printed than is the Senate, and there-
fore they have more calls for Senate documents in the House
decument room than otherwise would be the case.

Mr. MANN. Iet us see about that. If the House is more
strict about what it publishes as a document, then it publishes
hetter documents on the average than the Senate, which is less
strict; and yet the gentleman proposes to print, of these favorite
documents, 630 coples, and of any old document 800 coples. I
:lrt[} afraid the explanation is worse than the original propo-

on.

Mr. BARNHART. If the gentleman will yield, this is vir-
tnally a reiteration of the present proportions, considering the
enlarged membership of the House.

Mr. MANN. T do not see that that makes any difference,
The original proportion was fixed many years ago, before the
House or the Senate was of the same size that it now is.

Mr. BARNHART. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MANN. Certainly.

Mr. BARNIIART. We took it that if there had been any
serious eomplaint the superintendent of the House docnment
room would have been aware of it.

.‘;Ir._MAN.\'. If the superintendent of the House document
room is not aware of it, he is more stupid than I take him to be.
It is a common thing to send for a House document and find the
number exhausted in the House document room, and have to
send to the Senate to get the House document.

Mr. RUCKER. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MANN, T will

Mr. RUCKER. In confirmation of what the gentleman from

Illinois has just said, I have to-day on my desk four applica-
tions for documents which they tell me ean not be had.
. Mr. BARNHART. As a matter of enlightenment, we are now
under present law printing documents for 301 Members of
Congress, and we have 440, and, as a matter of course, the snp-
Ply is low all the time; but this bill undertakes to provide for
that. It provides for the enlarged membership of the House.
The growth of the House has been enormous—something like
78 within the last 20 years, and in the Senate about 8

Mr. MANN, The growth of the House has been considerable,
but that was not known to the gentleman who drafted the
provisions of the bill, because he has not recognized that fact.
He has proposed no greater number of House documents to be
printed now than was provided for before the increase in num-
ber. And, even if he had, no one but a Senator or a Senator's
secretary would have provided for the printing and supply of
as many documents for the Senate or a Senator as he did for
the House. But let us see what it does. This is new. The
House is to get 500 eopies, and * upon the order of any Senator
or Member at the beginning of each session one copy of every
document for such session shall be promptly delivered to his
office by the Senate or House document room, respectively, from
the number provided therefor in this section.”

Of course, each Member of Congress ig not going to read these
documents. Now, when he wants them he comes to the House
document room, which receives 500 copies. It will be a very green
Member of Congress having a very green secretary who, if this
becomes a law, will not at the beginning of each session of Con-
gress order the document room to send to his office a copy of
every document published. That will take 435 copies of the
500 coples furnished. After they recelve them they will pile
them up until they get too high, and then they will dump them
in the wastebasket. Then when a Senator or a Member wanis
a copy he will send fo the document room, and the document
will not be there. This is a new proposition. Without an in-
crease in the number to be published, without an increase cor-
responding to the inereased membership of the House, limiting
the number published for the House document room to 500 and
having disposed of 435 at one fell swoop you do,not leave any
in the document room for the benefit of the public.

That is not the worst. On top of page 43 it is provided that
any Member ean have every document sent to him from the
document room during the entire session. This includes re-
ports both upon public and private bills. Now, from the reports
on public bills there are to be 500 coples sent to the document
room, of which 435 will be distributed to Members, Of private
bills there are to be 200 reports sent to the document room,
and out of them the document room must distribute 435 to
Members. That is a mathematical computation which anybody
can engage in who desires. There have been a great many
people studying for a long while how to make 200 in number
reach around so as fo give 1 to each of 435 Members, but no-
body ever discovered the method until the joint committee re-
ported this bill. I will yield to the genileman from Indiana
fo answer.

Mr. BARNHART. Mr. Chairman, I call the attention of the
gentleman from Illinois to the fact that the provision at the
top of page 43 does not refer to bills at all.

Mr. MANN. I did not say that it did.

Mr. BARNHART. I do not, then, understand what the gen-
tleman did say.

Mr., MANN. It refers to documents.

Mr. BARNHART. The gentleman gaid that we had provided
for a certain number of bills and also provided that a copy of
fhese bills should be sent to each Senator and Representative,
and the provision does not say anything of the sort.

Mr. MANN. I have not mentioned bills, but I will later when
I reach them, I am only calling attention to these matters, not
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for the purpose of saying that these are my criticisms of the
bill, but for the purpose of testing the accuracy with which the
draiter of the bill drafted it as to details.

Section 46, paragraph 5, provides that of House reports on
private bills and of Senate reports on private bills they shall
deliver to the office of the Secretary of the Senate not to ex-
cevd 10 copies. That is a perfectly legitimate purpose, but they
do not give any to the Clerk of the House. If we have a private
bill and report presented we send over 10 copies to the Secre-
tary of the Senate, as we do also if there is a Senate biill and
report of a private bill; the Secretary of the Senate gets 10
copies. But the drafter of this bill had forgotten that there
was a Clerk of the House, It is just as essential that the Clerk
of the House should have private bills and reports as it is that
the Secretary of the Senate should have them.

Paragraph 5 of section 46 provides:

Of the Senate reports on private bills and simple and concurrent
resolutions there shall be distributed, unbound, to the Senate document
room, not to exceed 220 copies; and of the House reports on private
bills and concurrent and simple resolutions, not to exceed 100 copies.

If it is a Senate bill and report, the Senate document room
gets 220 copies, If it is o House bill and a House report, the
House document room gets 200 copies, In addition to giving
220 copies of the Senate report to the Senate document room,
we give the Secretary 10 copies; and then, having economy in
our minds, when it comes to ourselves, we take 20 copies less
for our document room of a House report than we give to the
Senate, and we cut out the Clerk of the House altogether,

Mr. BARNHART. Myr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MANN. Yes

Mr. BARNHART. I think I can explain that fo the satisfac-
tion of the gentleman from Illinois. I hope I can. I do not
know whether he is making technical eriticisms or not.

Mr., MANN. Of course I am making a eriticism of the bill

Mr. BARNHART. The inference that the bill has not been
carefully considered by the present committee is a mistaken
inference. The fact of the matter is the present committee had
before it the superintendents of the docume-t rooms of the
House and the Senate and their chief clerks, and my recollec-
tion is that it was the superintendent of the House docnment
room, through the very efficient Mr. Joel Grayson, who is so
helpful to all of us, who gave us the information in many of
these instances. Where Iarge numbers of documents are printed,
authorized by the House, there has been little or no demand for
them; and he suggested the limitation; and, just the opposite,
the superintendent of the Senate document room found that
there was a constant demand from him.

The figures may have been slightly changed, but it was done
upon the recommendation of these agents of the House and
the Senate, who insisted that was the number of documents
they ought to have to furnish the supply. ‘For instance, in the
matter of private pension bills the number printed are a burden
upon the House side, and we have a provision In the bill to
abolish them entirely until they are reported out. This be-
cause of the 100 that are printed the man who introduces the
bill probably puts 1 in his file, and of the balance of the
100, 1 is sent to the man for whom the bill is introduced and the
rest go to the junk heap. That is done in the House in such
large proportions that our investigations led us to fix these num-
bers upon the basis upon which they are scheduled, and while
gome of them may not look right, I think that when we come
to the consideration of the bill by paragraphs we will be able
to show from the hearings that in the main the bill has been
carefully digested and arranged, as I said in the opening state-
ment, according to the evidence of the needs of the Congress,
and which we ascertained from an examination of those whom
we believe to know what is needed.

Mr. MANN. Mr. Chairman, I do not propose to argue the
question. If any gentleman’s mind is so constituted that he be-
lieves that 98 Senators need 220 copies of a Senate report upon
a private bill and 435 Members need only 200 copies of a House
report upon a private bill, the matter is beyond argument. The
mere statement of the case answers all that the gentleman froin
Indiana has said. Senators have no greater use for Senafe re-
ports on Senate private bills than House Members have for
House reports on private House bills. I do nof undertake to say
what is the correct number, though I have been here and have
seen superintendents of documents come and go, and have kept
fairly well in touch with the docnments and reports of both the
House and the Senate.

Take section 47, paragraph 1, and we find the following pro-
vision :

There shall be printed of each Scnate and House bill and resolution

distribution: Of all public

bills aod joint resolutions there shall distributed to the Senate

document room not to exceed 800 coples, to the office of the Secretary
of the Benate not to exceed 15 coples,

The Secretary of the Senate comes in in both places. The
Clerk of the House is not recognized at all. There is no more
need for the Secretary of the Senate having a file of these docu-
ments than there is for the Clerk of the House: but the Joint
Committee on Printing—and this is my main objection to it—
since T have been here has always been dominated by the Sen-
ate or a Senator. I have great regard for the Senators who
have dominated it.

Mr. BARNHART. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman is always
fair and instructive, and I believe that I c¢an help him in this
instance.

Mr. MANN. T am very much in need of Lelp.

Mr. BARNHART. I will eall attention to the fact that the
provision to which he is now referring is practically a reen-
actment of existing law.

Mr. MANN. That does not make any difference fo me.

Mr. BARNHART. The fact of the matter is the House com-
mittee made up its own bill, and we have many changes in the
House bill from the Senate bill. These fizures and estimates
were made after we compared notes and had a meeting with
the superintendents of the document rooms of the House
and the Senate, with the result that they set forth that the
estimates were the demand of the Senate, and that that was
what they needed. Of course we then decided that inasmuch
as the Senate would insert that in their bill anyway, if that
is what they need—and I am in favor of letting them have
what they need—that we might as well put it in our bill; but
if the House does not need any more than was indicated to us,
the Committee on Printing is not in favor of forcing any greater
number upon the House. 3

Mp. MANN. The gentleman from Indiana is a little behind.
He is answering an argument made some time ago and that he
answered once before. Will the genfleman now tell me why
it is necessary for the Secretary of the Senate to have 15 copies
of every bill and not necessary for the Clerk of the House to
have them?

Mr. BARNHART. That is for the reason that there is a dif-
ferent organization in his office, or so he sets forth to us, and
that there was a demand for them, and that he had use for
them and must have them to meet the demand.

Mr. MANN. That is childish. I would not say that of the
gentleman from stating that, but if the Clerk made that state-
ment, it is a childish statement. The Secretary of the Senate
performs the same functions for the Senate that the House
Clerk performs for the House. He has no more need of docu-
ments than the Clerk of the House, and I presume both ought
to have and keep a file of them. The Clerk of the House wants
these bills and ought to have them, and no provision is made
in the bill for the delivery of any to the Clerk of the House:
no provision in here, ag I recall, for the bill to be delivered to
the committee which has to act upon it, unless yon get it from
the document room. You take care of the Senate. When I
was chairman of a committee they used to bring us—maybe
we sent for them, I do not know, but we always had some
copies of the bill delivered and always used to have from 15
to 25 or 30 coples of every public bill in the committee room.
In addition to the number that would go to the members
of ithe committee, there was always one copy of a bill to every
member of the committee. You do not provide for doing that.
You can not give every Member of Congress a copy of a public
bill under the terms of this act. You do not make any pretense
of taking care of the Clerk of the House, who has te have copies
of the bill. :

Section 50, paragraph 2, says:

Sec. 60, Par, 2, Whenever any committee or commission of Congress
shall have printed hearings or other matter relating to their official
business, not confidential in character, there shall be printed, in addi-
tion to the numher aunthorized for the use of the committee or commis-
gion, sufficient coiﬁes to meét the followlng distribution: To the House
document room, 1 copy to be dellvered to each Member, Delegate, and
Resident Commissioner, and not to exceed 30 coples in addition thereto;
to the Senate document room, 1 copy.to be deﬁwmd to each Senator,
and not to exceed 23 copies in addition thereto.

Of course that is an entirely new proposition. I ecan not
imagine anything more grossly extravagant and unnecessary
than that. We print hearings by the thousands upon thousands
of pages. A Member of Congress who is interested in a par-
ticular hearing can obtain a copy of it from the committee room,
or if there is an excessive demand from the public the House
gives authority to print additional copies. But here is a propo-
sition that a eopy of every hearing before every committee shall
be delivered to every Member of Congress. Why, you might as
well say you will send the Library of Congress to each Member
of Congress. What good does it do? It adds to the amount of
money we receive from the sale of waste paper, because every
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Member of Congress every session of Congress will throw away
a pile of hearings that would reach from the floor to above the
top of his head, and he will not look at them at all unless he is
specially interested; and if he is specially interested, he gets
the hearings. XNow, I do not know who made the estimate about
how niuch this would cost extra, but I would like to ask my
friend from Indiana, What is the estimate of the extra cost by
the reason of the publication of these hearings?

Mr. BARNHART. I do notf recall.

Mr., MANN. Very well. -

Mr, BARNHART. The fact of the matter iz the genfleman
from Illinois has an entirely different conception of the meaning
of this section of the bill from what the committee has.

Mr. MANN. Well, let me read and see whether there is any
difference of meaning. It says:

8ec. 50. PAr. 2, Whenever any commitice or commission of Con
ghall have ;irlnted hearings or other matters relating-to thelr officlal
business, not confidential in character, there shall be printed, in addi-
tion to the number authorized for the use of the committee or commis-
sion, sufficient co?les to meet the following distribution: To the House
document room, 1 copy to be delivered to each Member, Delegate, and
Resident Commissioner, and not to exceed 50 copies in addition thereto;
to the Senate document room, 1 copy to be delivered to each Senator,
and not to exceed 25 copies in addition thereto.

How anybody can have a different opinion of what that means

. passes my understanding. It is as clear as the English language
can be written. :

My, BARNHART. It is as clear as language can possibly
make it that that restricts the publication of bearings. It
gends 1,000 copies of hearings to the committee and then fur-
nishes 1 to each Member of Congress, just as the committee in-
tended to limit if.

Mr. MANN. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from Indiana is
hardly correct in his statement to the committee. There is no
change in this from the number of hearings now authorized to he
delivered to the commitiee. This is in addition fo the number
which the committee reeeives. It says one copy to be delivered
to each Member of the House. It will take quite a corps of men
to deliver them.

Mr. BARNHART. I trust I am not intruding on the gentle-
man’s time, but here is the situation which confrontéd the com-
mittee in the consideration of thig matter: When 1,000 copies
of the hearings are sent to the committee, ordinarily the mem-
bers of the commitiee who are interested in these hearings and
who participated largely in the proceedings find it convenient
to broadcast this 1,000, and they then come back fo the House:
and I want to say to the gentleman from Illinols that I think
possibly I have lost the good will of otherwise very excellent
friends because it has become incumbent upon me, in order to
hold these appropriations down, we have had to refuse them
continuounsly, and sometimes there is absolute need; so it was
decided by the committee, after a very full consideration, it
would be betier to send by mail to each Member of Congress a
copy of the hearings, and if he chooses to throw them away
that is his misfortune——

Mr. MANN. That shows good sense.

Mr. BARNHART. And if he wanted to send them away he
eould do so, but we gave the committee the 1,000 hearings that
they now have to which they are now entitled. Hereafter
we will only send one copy under the provisions of this bill to
each Member of the House, and if the Commitiee on Printing
has the backbone it ought to have it will end there.

Mr. MANN. Now, Mr. Chairman, for a great many years I
served on a committee of this Honse which, I think, had more
hearings than any other committee of the House, and for a time
I was chairman of that committee. The statement of my
friend from Indiana that members of the committee sent broad-
cast the 1,000 coples of the hearings which were delivered to the
commitiee i3 gratuitous and made without information. It is
not the practice of committees to do that. It is not the practice
of Members of Congress to do that. It is the practice of com-
mittees where they have requests from people indlcating that
they are interested in a particular proposition for the chair-
man of the commitfee to have a copy of the hearings sent to
the list that is kept for that purpose. Now, that is a provision
. for a distribntion of the hearings, and when the list exhausts
the number thaf is allowed—ihe 1,000—then it is the duty of
the Committee on Printing to allow more copies to be printed.
Usually they have refused that during the last two years.
Before the last two years under the law it was supposed that
the Committee on Printing would order a reprint, and they
would order a reprint when the 1,000 copies were gone. I do
not know, but I presume you can still find in the Committee
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce some hearings taken
before that committee while T was chairman of It and before I
became chairman of if, which were preserved in proper method,
50 that they could be reached for distribution when anybody

desired them, much more carefully than the Joint Committee on
Printing preserves anything.

Now, the proposition is that instead of increasing the number
when there ig a demand for it, which goes to the committee
which will have charge of the distribution and which will have
the request, you are going to deliver to each Member of the
House a copy of these hearings when you ksow that Members
of the House will not read them, will not retain them, will
only throw them In the wastebasket if the Members have any
sense. A Member of Congress can not read all the hearings of
all the committees in Congress even if he could extend his time
so that he had 240 hours a day instead of 24 hours a day, and
if he did read them all he would not know anything when he

_got through. He would be a driveling idiot. Those things he

wishes to know about he keeps posted about, and he gets the
hearings. But this proposition here is a pure waste of money.

There_ is one thing T want to eall attention to, and this is not
a criticism in any way of the bill. We print what we call
“slip"” laws, and it is a very common thing to refer to a law
by the number that is given. Slip laws are given numbers,
according to each Congress, and you frequently find a refer-
ence to a slip law by number, say * No. 241,” You do not know.
whether it is this Congress or the preceding Congress or a
Congress of 10 years ago by the number, and very often you
find this is referred to by people who suppose that Congress
has had sense enough to inaugurate a system by which you
could identify a bill or a law by its number, but you could not
identify it by its number. I asked the State Department
some time ago—during last summer—as they make out the
coples of the laws for printing, if they would not change the
methods so that each number would apply to a Congress, and
the slip laws are now printed as “number so and so,” say,
“ Bixty-third Congress.” Well, that was a very good reformation
So far #s it went, and I congratulate both the State Department
and myself for having it done.

Now, we make no distinction, as n matter of fact, between a
Jjoint resolution and a bill. They both have the same effect ;
they both mean the same thing. One reads, “Be it enacted,”
and one reads, “Be it resolved.” They are both approved by
the President. They usually refer to a bill by the date of its
approval. Unfortunately, no one yet has ever beem born who
could prepare an index that met everybody's mind. My experi-
ence is, and I constantly refer to the Statutes at Large, if you
know the date of a Iaw you had better look for it by the date
than look for it by the index, because I very rarely find at the
first place I look for in the index what I am looking for. And
speaking of indexes, I may say the worst indexed thing I know
gobomi the House Calendar. I do not know who is responsible

T :

Now, you provide for a different series for laws and joint
resolutions, and when they are printed in the Statutes at Large
the laws are printed according to thie date of their approval, in
consecutive order. You do not print the joint resolutions until
you finish with the laws, and so the dates of the joint resolu-
tions come in consecutive order and the dates of the laws come
in consecutive order. A sensible method of printing is to make
no distinetion between a joint resolution and a law, but to print
them all in consecutive order and number them all in consecu-
tive order. They are all laws. You call one a * joint resolu-
tion " and you call the other an ““act,” but they both mean the
same thing.

A gentleman came on the floor of the House here not long
ago, to my certain knowledge, who had a reference to a law by
date. He looked in the Statutes at Large under that date, and
found there was no law under the date. He was looking under
the acte. The reference was simply to the law, and he came on
the floor of the House fo {ell me there was no such law., Well,
having been caught myself that way years ago, I suggested pos-
sibly that the man who made the reference was accurate, and
asked him if he had looked under the head of joint resolutions.
He said he had not, but supposed that they were all prinfed
together, as they were all laws. He came back afterwards and
told me he had found this law along with the joint resolutions
printed in a different place in the book than where it would
have been printed if it had been an act of Congress, although it
meant the same, whether it was an act or a joint resolution.

Now, here is an objection I have to the bill. On page 59 it

says:
That all publieations allotted fo a Member In his respective folding
room shall ge taken by him within two years from the date of.thelr

delivery to such folding room, and prior to the expiration of his term
of office, or the same shall revert to the superintendent of documents, to
be sold or distributed by him, as provided for by law.

Now, that is a new proposition. At the end of the Sixty-first
Congress there was passed a law giving to the different Mem-
bers of Comgress certain documents, which was repealed at the
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specinl session of the Sixty-second Congress. There has always
been some conflict between the retiring Members and the new
Members, but it has always been held, under the law, that a re-
tiring Member of Congress hal control over the publications in
the folding room to his eredit when he went out of office until
his successor was sworn in at the beginning of the session of
the Congress following. Now, I do not know why the Joint
Committee on Printing has proposed this startling change in
the law. Nobody here is asking for it. Just why should Mem-
bers of Congress here legislate that when they get out of office
they immediately lose the documents to their credit, and that
the documents go to their successors who have not yet been
sworn in? Of course, I believe in extending the hand of
charity, but it seems to me that is a little too charitable.

Mr. BARNHART. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MANN. I will

Mr. BARNHART. The gentleman from Illinois seems to
proceed on the theory that these documents belong to the Mem-
bers. They do not belong to the Members at all.

Mr, MANN. -I will yield for an explanation, but not for an
argument.

Mr. BARNHART. They belong to the districts and not fo
the Members, and if one Member does not send them out, and
the district is entitled to them, his successor has the right fo
send them out, because they have paid their proportionate
share for them.

Mr. MANN. They belong to the Member of Congress to send
out. The retiring Member can send them out as well as the
incoming Member. The gentleman has not given any explana-
tion yet as to why he proposes such a radical change. I under-
take to say to him that I do not think Congress is constituted
of men so exceedingly foolish that they will make such a
change. I do not know whether I shall go out of Congress at
the end of this term or not, and no one else probably knows
about himself, but I think that Congress is guite able, even if
the Members are retired, to take care of their documents and
franking privilege, as they now possess it, until the next session
of Congress.

Nor do I see any reason why, if a Member has documents to
his credit in the folding room, and is desirous of keeping cer-
tain kinds of documents there until he gets a set, he should
be deprived of them at the end of two years. I have gof some
documents in the folding room that have been there for many
years, where I endeavor to give a set to somebody who is inter-
ested in the subject treated, instead of sending them out as
soon as I get them to Tom, Dick, and Harry, who may not be
interested in the subject. But this proposes to say that at the
end of two years—and no Member ean know when the two
years are up as to a particular document, regarding the date
of its publication—he is tu be deprived of them.

I must hasten along, because I see I shall not be able to
finish all I desire to say within my hour. Section 57, paragraph
2, provides:

The superintendent of documents shall, under the direction of the
Public Printer, have general supervision over the distribution of all
Government puhllcadons committed to his custody.

That is very similar to the existing law. I do not wish to
complain about any of these officials. I have no doubt they do
the best they can do. But the present system, while it may be
economical, is not efficient.

Now, I am going to give you a particular case that is still
on the table. On August 11 I received a telegram from the
Dry Goods Reporter, of Chiecago, asking me if I conld have
sent to them immediately copies of the Trade Directory of
South America, anothier publieation entitled “ South Ameriecan
Markets for Canned Goods,” and still another one entitled
“ South America as an Export Field.” On receiving the tele-
gram my secretary communicated with the Department eof
Commerce in reference to these decuments, to know if they
were available, and was told that they could all be obtained
only through the superintendent of documents; that the direc-
tory would cost £1. We immediately communicated with the
superintendent of documents, inclogsing to him a form letter
with $1, and asking that the Trade Directory be sent at once,
as it was an urgent matter. Also the Department of Com-
merce sent the communication to the superintendent of doeu-
ments, asking that the two other publications be sent to me.
That was on August 11.

On August 12 the Chief of the Bureau of Foreign and Do-
mestic Commerce sent me a letter in compliance with my

request, as follows:
DEPARTMEXT OF COMMERCE,
Buresv oF FOREIGN AND DoMESTIC COMMERCE,
Washington, August 19, 191},
Hon. Jaues R. Max

louse of Beprucntum.ea, Washingten, D. C.
My Dear Sir: Im compliance with your request over the tele
to-day, the bureau takes pleasure in incloging herewith a subser tion

blank for the Trlﬂe Directory of South America, and to advise that
copies of s nts' series No. 81, * South America as an Export
Fleld o am é:ec agents' series No. 87, “ Bouth American Markets
for Ln.nned ods," will be sent to you by the superintendent of
t Pr Office, who has been supplied with a
mmk for tnat pnrpose
ery truly, yours,

A. H. Barpwiy,
Chief of Burcaw.

That was August 12, My office does not stop with these
things. We had communicated already by telephone. It was
on August 12 that my secretary called up in reference to the
matter and received this information. On August 14, not hav-
ing received the documents “ South America as an Export
Field” and “ South American Markets for Canned Goods” we
called up the superintendent of documents in the afternocon
and asked whether the documents had been sent to me. We
were informed by the person answering the telephone that it
was net possible to locate the order; that they could not teil
whether they had received the order or not or whether they
had filled it. We then asked whether the directory had been
sent, in accordance with the order that had been forwarded,
inclusing the §1, and the man answered that he could not tell
anything about it, but would look it up and let us know.

The next day, the documents not being in the morning matil,
we again ealled np the Chief of the Bureau of Foreign and
Domestic Commerce and laid the facts before him. He promised
to send the documents requested from his office and not wait
on those to be sent from the superintendent of documents, My
secretary asked the Chief of the Bureaun of Foreign and Do-
mestic Commerce if he did not think the delay in attending to
this request was unusual, and was informed that it was the
vsual thing, that there was a great deal of irouble constantly
arising about having documents sent eut by the supetintendent
of documents.

On the same day, after we had ealled up the Chief of the
Bureau of Foreign and Domestiec Commerce, at a later hour we
called up again the superintendent of documents, and the man
who answered the telephone informed us that the Trade Di-
rectory of South America would be sent to the party desiring
it on Monday morning, August 17. This was on the morning of
Saturday, August 15, and a letter had been sent to them several
days before.

That is not the way we do business in my office; and my
clerks, not being familiar with that method. of delay, asked why
it was not just as easy to send that document out on Saturday
meorning as it was to wait until Monday merning, notwithstand-
ing the fact that the office closes at 1 o'clock on Baturday; why
it would take any longer to send out the docmment than it
wounld to answer the telephone and tell why it could not be done.

Well, my clerk did not get any satisfaction from the person
who answered the phone, and, understanding the business, asked
to talk with the superintendent of documents himself. That
official very properly and promptly said that there was no ex-
cuse possible to be given, and that the document would be sent
out at onee, and that the clerk that had answered in the way
he had would be “ ealled down.,” I presume that was done; and
very likely the Trade Directory, for which we had forwarded a
dollar, has gone out. As to the two other documents that we
asked for, first on Angust 12—what is the date of to-day?

SEvERAL MEMBERs, The 19th.

Mr. MANN. We have not yet received them.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Illinois
has expired.

Mr. MANN. Now, I wonld like to have some gentleman who
wants to transfer all this work to the snperintendent of docu-
ments explain why it takes from Aunguost 12 to August 19, after
repeated inquiries, to get two doenments out of the superintend-
ent of documents. Meanwhile I have gotten {hose documents
from the Chief of the Bureau of Foreign and Domestic Com-
merce, who is efficient, while the other office is entirely in-
efficient. [Applause.]

Mr. BRYAN. Mr. Chairman, the proposition I desire to take
up for a few minutes has to do with an extension in the REcorp,
and is especially in order in connection with the discussion of
this printing bill. In addition to that, the extension in the
Rzcorp has speeial reference to the circulation and distribution
of speeches for campaign purposes, and that makes it doubly
in order for me to diseuss this matter at this time. The ex-
tensions I refer to were made principally by my colieague, Mr.
HuumPHREY, on & leave to print granted him either in connec-
tion with ene of his tariff utterances or under gemeral unani-
mous consent to extend on the reclamation extension bill. I
have searched the Recorp for his authority and have concluded
that it was under this latfer authority that he acted. I am,
not qunestioning his authority. 'The further extemsion by the
gentleman from W: [Mr. La ¥Foreerre] seems to have
been under similar authority. I have not found in the REcorp

mni]!n
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where either of the gentlemen asked for permission to extend
the particular matter, but, as stated, I do not question the regu-
larity of the authority in either case.

The particular reference in the speech, or in the extension to
which I have referred as making my remarks particularly in
order, is one which lauds my colleague [Mr. HuMpHREY] as a
Member of this Congress and urges his retention and infer-
entially the retirement of myself, because of the fact that his
speeches made out of Congress are so popular and there is sach
a demand for them that they have very wide distribution
through printing in the Recorp and distribution under Govern-
ment frank. The statement referred to is as follows:

He has taken first rank in the debaters of the House, more than 75,000

copies of his speech at Indianapolis having been printed and circulated
in various portions of the country.

These extensions in the Recorp are purely political propa-
ganda, and they were preceded by attempts on my part to keep
such matters out of the Recorp, as the facts will show.

It so happens that, by virtue of a legislative reapportionment
in the State of Washington, it will be impossible for both my
colleague and myself to return here after March 4, 1915.

On the 14th of last July, on the floor of this House, my ceol-
league [Mr. HumPHREY], without any challenge or provocation
whatever on my part, suggested a criticism of my record. At
that time I very much questioned the policy of injecting politi-
cal controversies into the Recorp, and I still disapprove of
such procedure. In accordance with those ideas, I made the
following statement, which was incorporated in the REecorp of
that day’s proceedings:

1 have planned to keep out of the debates or proceedings of thls
House any reference to the camflalﬁn between us as to the representa-
tion of the first congressional district on this floor, That is a matter
for the hustings in my State. But in my colleague's brlef reply to the
gentleman from Alabama [Mr, HEFLIN] a while ago he threw down the
glove before me, in a sense, by ecritlcizing my vote on the tariff,
* * * That glove I shall cheerfully take up at the proper time
and place, which is during the campalgn and in my district, “ The
proef of the pudding is in the eating thereof,” and I have decided to
put the matter ugj}_o him In the following manner :

My colleague [Mr, HomMpHREY] having in public debate this afternoon
in this House referred to and adversely criticized my vote on the tariff,
1 invite the gentleman to meet me and as many of the people of the
first congressional district of the State of Washington as care to attend
at a public meeting at the Dreamland Rink, at Seattle, Wash., a hall
with a seating capacity of 5,000 People. on such date in the month of
September next and under such rules as may be agreed upon by Mr. J. C.
Herbsman, the State chairman of the Progressive Party, on my behalf,
and some other person to be named by my colleague on his behalf; pro-
vided, that the rules to be adopted shall make it in order for Mr. HuM-
PHREY to defend his own record on the tariff and other matters in Con-
gress and to attack mine, and for me to defend my record and attack
his; and provided further, that at the close of the last speech, withont
further delay, the question of who pays the expenses of the meeting—
not to exceed $250—shall be submitted to the audience and decided by
majority vote; the amount of such expenses to be deposited pending the
decision of the audience by each of the sI?enkers while the band plays
but before the speaking begins. R. 8. V. P.

HUMPHREY IGNORES INVITATION AND EXTEXDS IN RECORD,

Up to this time I have received no answer whatever to this
invitation. It is evidently the intention of my colleague to
ignore it entirely. But that is not all of the story. If that
were all, T would say no more here on the House floor.

Determined not only to ignore my proposition, my colleague
and his friends have made almost unprecedented use of the
CoxgrESSIONAL REecorp, with campaign statements and volumi-
nous arguments on his and their behalf. When these glaring
statements are sent out under frank to the voters of the first
congressional district—and I understand some 20,000 copies
have already gone out, besides very extensive newspaper publi-
cations—I will have no adequate way of answering them, since
it is plain that my colleague will not meet me as I have sug-
gested.

For these reasons I am compelled to answer these statements,
which contain glaring inaccuracies that must be controverted.
Surely, a Member, under such circumstances, would be totally
derelict to duty if he did not take such a course. It is not a
matter now of eampaigning for myself or against my colleague,
but the rendition of a public service in correcting misstatements
that will work great injury if not corrected.

On July 17, three days after my remarks, Mr. HUMPHREY
inserted in the Recorp, under leave to print, four voluminous
letters, addressed to Hon. W. A. Rupp, chairman Republican
State committee, Aberdeen, Wash. One of these letters was
from Senator WEesLEY L. JoNEs, one from Mr. HuMPHREY, and
one from the gentleman from Washington, Mr., Jorxson, and
one from the gentleman from Washington, Mr. LA FoLLETTE.

Following these letters came the platform of the late Repub-
lican State convention, held at Tacoma, Wash. In this series
of letters each of the gentlemen were more or less compli-
mentary of the other, carrying out the principle, “I'll tickle
you, love, in your lonesome ribs if you'll tickle me, love, in my

lonesome ribs.”” Mr. Jonxsox made this highly humorous refer-
ence to my colleague, Mr., HUMPHEEY ;
Show me—

Says the gentleman—

any New England or soutbern State that would call upon men like
JoNes and HUMPHREY * * to even think of having to fight to
hold the advanced positions which they have earned among the jaw-
makers of the Nation.

These letters and the party platform cover more than six
pages of the Recoep, and if put into an ordinary pamphlet
would make 20 pages. Just for pastime, I am going to guote a
few selections from the pen of my colleague, so as to remind
the Members of one of the leading traits of this gentleman, who,
according to my other colleague, Mr. Jouxson, would not
“even have to think of having to fight for reelection if he lived
in a southern State.”

These selections are taken from the extension in the Recorp
and from the Indianapolis speech made to business men and
others, of which speech 75,000 copies have been printed at the
governmeut Printing Office in addition to insertion in the

ECORD :

Every day this Natlon s going in debt more than a million dollars.

To-day 238,000 freight cars stand idle.

To-day 500,000 raliroad employees are out of work.

To-day more than 3,000,000 men are idle, asking for work.

To-day the balance of trade is against us,

The business of this Nation has decreased a million dollars every
hour that Woodrow Wilson has been in the White House.

In view of that statement, too extravagant for an Alice in
Wonderland, the following, which may be termed a * Eulogy
of a dear friend’s political career,” appears to be a joke rather
than the sober statement of a profound Senator.

He [Mr. HUMPHREY] aow has a national reputation and is everywhere
regarded as an authority upon the questions of the tariff, rivers and
barbors, merchant marine and fisheries, and the Panama Canal.

Yet, according to Mr. HUMPHREY'S expert figures, the amount
of the Nation's loss, occasioned by the Democratie administra-
tion, at $1,000,000 ‘an hour, aggregates something over $13,130,-
000,000 to date, an amount nearly equal to the estimated nctual
cash value of all the railroad systems of this country, or about
one-tenth of the entire national wealth of the United States.
The great European war now going on is said to cost $22.000,000
per day, but my colleague says the Demoeratic administration
is costing the people of the United States $24,000,000 per day
in business depression alone. This great loss, if Mr. HUMPHREY
is correct, in the past 18 months has been enough to run this
Government for 13 years, or build 33 Panama Canals; more
than half the national debt of the seven greatest nations of the
world ; more than $5,000,000,000 in excess of the entire estimated
cost of the Civil War, including losses of private property and
military losses as well.

Here are a few more gems selected from among many :

The incomprehensible stupidity of the administratior.

The Democratic Party has deceived, betrayed, and robbed the people
of the Pacific coast,

This Nation practically declared war against an individual (Huerta).

It seems to nearly break his heart that President Wilson has
thus far succeeded in keeping us out of war with Mexico. It
would seem that Europe would present to him a lesson and
make him glory, as I do, in the fact that we have not yet gone
to war with Mexico, and I hope we never will. Here is a part
of what he said about that:

The world furnishes no parallel of our blundering stupidity in our
Mexican affairs, and it is charity not to designate it by stronger terms,

Charity, he says, not to call it worse than * blundering stu-
pidit}’.”

But he goes on in the same vein, which would certainly be
cause for alarm on the part of the Street Speaking Reform As-
sociation of Seattle if such language were heard on the publie
street. Listen to it and judge for yourself:

It will be a nful day to this Nation when that prince of peaceful
blunderers, that foremost of limelight lovers, once more takes up the

tic pursuit of filling his purse and feeding his longing soul on popu-
me applause and again stands in Chautauqua's glad glare, in excitPn
t:cmtes!gl with the yodeler, the acrobat, and the unadorned dancer, nng
leaves the affairs of state to subordinates or to happy chance.

I am glad to say on behalf of the people of Seattle and of
Kitsap County, who compose the first congressional distriet,
that the Secretary of State is Joved and admired out there.
Many differ from him as to political views, but all agree that
he is an able and sincere man, and if Mr. HUMPHREY of Wash-
ington were to try to put that paragraph over to an ordinary
Seattle andience he would have trouble with his audience, and
yet one of these campaign documents, extended in the REcCORD
and signed by Senator JONES, says:

He has taken first rank among the debaters of the House.

But I will say that if my colleague had stopped with this
abuse and the letters and platform I yet, perhaps, would have
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said nothing here, but would have waited till I reached my

district to make my comments; but he did not stop there.

CONGRESSMAN LA FOLLETTR INSERTS A VERY LONG LETTER FOR MR,
HUMPHREY,

Quite to the contrary, his friend and political assoclate, Con-
gressman La Forrerre, Representative, Member from Wash-
ington, placed in the Recorp, under leave to extend remarks, on
July 18, pages 13468, 13469, and 13470, another very long letter
from Senator WesLey L. JoxNes on the subject “ HUMPHREY'S
work in Congress.” The letter is written to a party whom I do
not have the pleasure of knowing, Mr. J. P. Todd, and appears
to be undated. In this letter the work of Mr. HuumPHREY of
Washington. in Congress is placed sgparely at issue, and I am
forced to discuss it or else allow those fulsome inaccuracies of:
a political associate to go to the people unchallenged and folly
vouched for by the public record of the greatest deliberative
body in the world.

SENATOR JONES XOT A VOTER IN THE FIRST COXGRESSIONAL DISTRICT,

I desire to suggest here that the insertion of these varions
campaign documents in:the Recorp, not only the various letters
from each of the Members to the other; but the further letter
of Senator Joxes on behalf of my colleague; aside from- what
may be considered: about the use of the CoNGRESsTONAL RECORD:
constitutes a unigue and rather unusunal precedent in this, that
a Senator of the United States, who does not reside in the con-
gressional district involved, would inject his opinion in this
way into a controversy between two Members of this House as
to which of those two Members should be returned to Congress.

I consider that that leaves the good sense of the Senator sub-
ject to criticism on my part, and I feel that it gives me the
right and privilege to gquestion his judgment. And in guestion-
ing that judgment I want to suggest in passing that only a few
months back that same Senntor took the position that William
Lorimer was a good representative, and that he voted for Wil-
liam Lorimer as a Member of the United States Senate. So I
suggest that when the Senator comes here, and: through this:
Recorp, and through thousands and thousands of franked doen-
ments circulated and to be cirenlated in the first congressional
district of the State of Washington, and through a hundred
thousand newspaper copies published in that distriet, attempts
to declare my colleague [Mr. HuMPHREY] to be a faithful and
efficient public servant, and that he ought to be returned, and
that I ought to be retired, he naturally submits himself to the
question as to whether he is using the same measuring rod in
judging my colleague that he used when he adjndged William
Lorimer a faithful and efficient public servant.

Mr. NORTON. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BRYAN. T will.

Mr. NORTON. I understand the gentleman is criticizing cer-
tain Members of the House for uging the CONXGRESSIONAL RECORD
for political purposes.

AMr. BRYAN. No; I am nof. I am ecriticizing a United
States Senator for uging the CoxGrRESSIONAL Recorp for the pub-
lication of inaccuracies and false statements. As far as the
statements are true, it is all right.

Mr. NORTON. Angd criticizing his fellow Members, Mr.
Jonxsoxn of Washington and Mr. Homrarey of Washington, for
using the CoNGressioNAL Recorp to send out and disseminate
C?l‘flﬂin letters throughout the State of Washington. Is that
right?

Mr. BRYAN. I am criticizing them; yes.

Mr. NORTON. Does not the gentleman recall that he as a
Member of this Congress has used the CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD
just about as voluminously for that purpose as any Member of
Congress, and does not the gentleman think that right here and

_ now would be a good place for him to practice what he is
attempting to preach and not use the Recorp in this way?

Mr. BRYAN. I will say that anything I have ever extended
in the REecorp, or set out in the Reconp, is subject to an attack
on the floor by gentlemen who speak, and I am willing to
have the accuracy of any matter I am involved in brought in
question and will not make any objection as to the jurisdiction
or right of any Member to do if.

Mr. XORTON. Does not the gentleman think that the proper

place to have such a discussion is out on the field of political:

battle in Waslington ratlier than taking up the time of Congress
here?

Mr. BRYAN. I did; but if I had extended this answer in the
Rrcorp withont attempting to present it on the floor I would
have been condemned. My colleague saw fit to extend these
matters in the Recomp, and I am going to correct inaceuracies,
for I think it is my duty to do so.

Mr. NORTON. The gentleman is going to do just what he
eriticizes others for,

inserted in the REecomp the letters he received from

Mr. BRYAN: No; I am going to tell the trnth. [Langhter
and applause.] Now, before I/ go into the real merits of the
leiter L want to take up a small feature of the letter.

The letter signed by Senator Jowes divides. the subject up
into subheads, and near the end of the letter, under the heading
“Attention fo home interests,” is the following:

Local matters. I think: you know and everyone should kuow that
no. constituent, however poor or humble, however: prominent or in-
fluential, has ever written to Mr. HoMPHEREY that he did not receive a
prompt reply and:prompt attention to his est. During his. entlre
service all these many matters have received his. personal attention, and:
g:t?nfopgorfgomed his heavy task ungrudgingly, feeling that it was his

Inorder to showthat this indorsementis not warranted by the
facts, and to emphasize the fact that it is not only William Jen-
nings Bryan, Seeretary of'State, who has been called nicknames
by my colleague, and as:-a sort of balsam or consolation to the
great Democratic leader I shall’ read copies of some letters:
written by Mp. HumMpPHREY to Mr. Lloyd Armstrong, of Walla
Walla, Wash., one of the “poor and humble” constituents
back in the State of Washington, and a letter from Mr; Arme-
strong to Mr. HumpHREY. I will say forther that I am well
acquainted with Mr. Armstrong, and know him to be a splendid
citizen and a thorough gentleman. He is a printer by trade.
The' copies  which I insert are as furnished me by Mr. Lloyd
Armstrong, who holds the originals. I have not seen them, but
if’ these copies are not accurate I shall cheerfully submit to
correction by my colleague, although Mr. Armstrong has offered
to forward me the originals, Likewise if my colleague desires
Mr. Arm-
strong, I will gladly give them space here or give my consent
to their publication in the REcorp at any time or place desired.
The first letter reads as follows:

WasHIxGrOoN, Do C,, June 30, 191,

Mr, LuoYD ARMSTRONG,
2y Jaycow Bmldmg, Wallg Walla, Wash.

My DearLY BEroveEp: When I kick a mangy cor in the ribs I like to
hear him howl. Wailting with pleasant anticipations for your next

yelp, I am,
Y

ours, truly, W. B HUMPHREY.

Eighteen days later Mr. HuxpHBEY of Washingfon wrote as

follows:
Wasmixgrox, D, C., July 18, 1915,
Mr. LLoxp ARMBTRONG,

zl Juycoa Building, Walla Walla, Wash.
zAR Sore-Stoep Friexp: So my last' kick landed’ s&iuarely in
our o slnts." Really, 1 do hate to hurt a brainless pup, but I do en-
oy your howls., Tru t you will delight me with another yelp,
and with most pleasant a.ntlzipationx. I am,
Sincerely, yours, W. E. HOMPHUREY.

The following is Mr. Armstrong’s reply to ihe last letter:
Warpra WaALna, Wasm, July 22, 191§,

Representative W. E. HUMPHREY
Washingion, D, 0.
Dear Sir: A long time ago a prominent politician of the time was
asked his procedure in hts political speeches, and replied: “ When I

h o good argumen resent it calmly and ‘convinelngly; when I
a;g no argument, I ‘holl%r and saw the air,” In the latter event
yon use bmgsgate

Your letters have caused me much merriment, and you might con-
tinne them in the same vein. As they contain no Information, I will
not further reply to them, In any event, I have proven your unfitness
for public life and your total lack of common cause with and contempt

for your ‘constituents.
Yon ecan if yon will. Why not?
Yours, truly, LLoYD ARMSTRONG.

A subsequent letter to the same party, the copy sent me does
not carry the date:
Mr. LLOTD ARMBTROXG,
Jaycow Building, Walra Walla, Wash.
My GrmaTLY ADMIRED: I am not surprised to find that your yellow
streak is equal to your howl.
Sincerely, yours, W. E. HUMPHEEY.

The last of the series:
Representative W. E. HUMPHREY
Waahéngton, D. @q.
DeAr Str: Your last letter says to me: “1 am not surprised that your
Lellow stmk is egual to your howl.” Coming from you, that remark

Ve
Bu?l t ua see who has the yellow streak. Suppose that we appeint

impartial investigators as a board to investigate the acts of both of us
for any number of ,rmrs back to t.he present ; their findings to be gen-
eral property, Are you game?

Replies must be in the name of a third party, as any from you will

be returned nnopened.
Yours, truiy, LLOYD ARMSTRONG.
Inasmuch as Senator JoNes, from his high and powerfnl posi-
tion, permits the use of the CoNerEssioNAL RecomD in an effort
to elect my colleagne and to retire me, I feel it is my duty to
answer these things and show that the statements by the Sena-
tor who found Mr. Lorluer to be a fit public servant are not
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correct, especially when he says Mr. HumpHREY {8 so attentive
to “ each poor and humble constituent.”

The following appeared in the Seattle Star, a leading inde-
pendent newspaper of that city, a few weeks ago:

REPLY OF CONGRESSMAN HUMPHREY,

While brutal Cossacks in American uniforms are pitilessly ridin
down weak women and innocent children in blood-soaked Trinidad,
ruthlessly cutting, slashing. and shooting them down ; while monstrons
onslaughts are made daily upon defenseless workmen who have the
temerity to buck big moneyed interests; while soldiers are ordered to
shoot and kill men because they are ﬁghtin for a bread-and-butter
existence ; while kind-hearted, whole-souled Mother Jones is kept in
milita captlvity like the worst of animals; while the countr{] is
shocked by the brutality, inhumanity, bloodshed. and barbarism which
holds reign In one of our States, Congressman WiLLIAM E, HUMPHREY,
of Seattle, complacently strokes his beard, draws his Government salary,
eats his sum[?tuous meals, promenades along the boulevards, feasts at
banquets, and, éntirely self-satisfied, declares, “ I should worry.”

A few weeks ago Soclalists at Anacortes sent a letter of protest to
W. E. HumMpHREY, Congressman from this district, in regard to the out-
rages committed in the copper regions and asked for a congressional
investigation,

After acknowledging receipt of the letter and resolutions, the states-
man from Seattle has sent this reply to Miss Emma Sager, of Anacortes:

“1t {s my judgment that there has been entirely too much outside
interference in this matter already.”

5 A BNEER AT SUFFRAGE.

But it is not alone to individual constituents that my col-
league writes his caustic letters, but by the wholesale he sneers
at his constituents sometimes, as the following correspondence

seems to show :
CONGRESSIONAL UNION FOR WOMAN: BSUFFRAGE,
Washington, D. C., June 20, 191},

Dr. Cora 8MITH KING
The Oi’ympia, City.

Dear Dr. KixG: I am Inclosing copy of a letter from Mrs. Norman
Whitehouse, member of the Women's Political Union of New York. I
have written her that I have forwarded a copy of her letter to you,
and that you will do everythlng possible, I am sure, to induce a better
attitude in Representative HUMPHREY toward the suffrage question.

Very sincerely, yours,
Avice PAvrn, Chairman.

The following is the inclosed letter referred to, Mrs. Norman
de R. Whitehouse, who signs the letter, is the daughter of Mrs.
Elizabeth Cady Stanton, a very distingnished woman.,

118 Eaist FIFTY-S81XTH STREET,
New York City, June 19, 191},

My Dear Miss PavL: I know your union is ready to fight the entire
Democratic Party. Can you do something to one ublican Congress-
man? Last night, June 18, Mrs, Blatch was given a hearing before the
New York Republican county committee. Her speech was, of course,
excellent and very well received. The aker of the evenlng was Con-
gressman HumrHrREY, of Washington State. Mrs. Blatch had written
to him asking bhim to mention woman suffrage in his s h, and 1 had
telephoned to him to the same effect. He came in after Mrs. Blatch
had spoken. When he began his speech he said he understood there
had. been a suffrage s h before ke arrived, and coming from a suf-
frage State he would like to say that it did not cause dissension in the
family. Every man voted the way his wife told him to and.that made
the end of It. The effect of this remark was most unhap]a‘-—-—a sneer
at suffrage. 1 see the number of women eligible to vote in Washington
is 277,727, Could not some of them be gotten to write and protest to
~him or do some ?

Yours, sincerely,
Vira BoirMAN WHITEHOUSE,
(Mrs. NorMaX pE R.)

Miss Paul then wrote Mrs. Whitehouse as follows:

JUNE 20, 1914.
Mrs. Normax DE R. WHITEHOUSE,
118 East Fifty-sizith Street, New York City. .

Dear Mrs, WHITEHOUSE : I have sent a copy of your letter to Dr. Cora
Smith King, of the State of Washington, who Is here at the present
time and who is treasurer of the National Council of Women Voters. 1
have asked her to have protests made to Represenative HuMPHREY, and
I am sure she wlill do everything that can be done In the matter. She
Is the most influential women that I know of with the Congressmen
from Washington State.

Thank you for letting us know about Mr. Homeuney's position.

+ As you doubtless know, we are having a deputation to the President
on June 30, led by Mrs. Har\re{ Wiley. Would it be Eossible for you to
join this deputation? It is called a deputation of elub women, but that
Includes everyone, of course, as practically all of us belong to some kind
of club. We do wish very much that you could come.

Hoping that you will be able to take part in this deputation, I am,

Very sincerely, yours,
3 Arice PAvL, Chairman.

Dr. Cora Smith King's answer:
JoNe 22, 1914,

DEar Miss PAvL: Thanks for referring to me the letter from Mrs.
Whitehouse about Mr. HuMPHREY, of the State of Washlnfton. I wrote
the gentleman at once, as {ém see from the inclosed, which you are at
liberty to send on to Mrs. Whitehouse for her encouragement. Will let
you see what follows.

The gentleman from Washington doubtless conveyed his real opinion
if e gave the impression of a eneer. He was wholly unregenerate on
the subject when it was up before our voters, and is (iulte unrecon-
structed as yet, apparently. He was barely elected last time, and from
current reports has little expectation of gettlngkthrou%h this time. I
will use this letter ngainst him if he does not make a full recantation,

Yours, faithfully,
Cora Surra Kixa,

THE NATIONAL (%31?1\}‘01. ‘mr \\;)om-:_v VOTERS,
: L "ashington, D, C., 2, .
Hon. W. E, HCMPIFREY, 2o : i Bl

House Office Building, District of Columbia.

Dear Mg, HUMPHREY : I am to-day in receipt of a letter from Alrs.
Norman de R. Whitehouse, of 118 lgast Fifty-sixth Street, New York
City, in which she quotes a part of your speech of June 18 before the
New York Republican county committee. She says you said you “ would
like to say t it did not cause dissension in the family, "Every man
voted the way his wife told him to, and that was the eng of it.”

She adds, for herself, * The effect of this remark was most unhappy—
f sneer at suffrage.” 8be asks if the women voters can not do some-
thing about it. am therefore writing to you, first of all, to warn you,
in all friendliness, that it is not safe to joke about a subject that the

whole country is taking so seriously. I advise and request ‘yon to write -

to the lady herself and make such amends as you see fit, by making
some more constructive comment on the suffrage in our State, such as
naming some of the good laws that have been passed sinee the women

t the vote, If you have not this memoranda at hand and desire it,

will gladly phone or send it to you. 7

But please do something, and do it quickly, to remove the wrong
impression you gave her. will appreciate getting a report from you in
the matter, since I am holding up my mention of this back in our
State until such time as I might reasonably expect to hear from you.

Urging you to lose no chance to speak well of the working of woman
suffrage in Washington, 1 am, with regards to your wife, .

Yours, truly,
Cora Baite Kixg,
Treasurer and Chairman Congressional Committee,

Mr. HoMPHREY replied to this letter with formal courtesy, but,
according to Dr. King, the reply was merely a denial and was
not accompanied by satisfactory affirmative statements,

Mrs. Emma Smith de Voe, president of the National Council
of Women Voters, writes Dr, Cora Smith King concerning Mr.
HumPHREY's position in this matter as follows:

know Was o
th:re 13 mﬁ:oubt hgpﬁ):;d ntc?t ‘gﬁﬂ?edfmmge ARG S AN ixE. vk

Now, here is a United States Senator whose eleétioneering

in a district in which he does not reside on behalf of My,

HumeHReY and, of course, against me, is inserted in the Recorp
and made part of the proceedings of Congress.

I am pleased—

Says Senator JoNEs—
to comply with this request for a statement of the record of Congress-
man HUMPHREY, so far as it is possible to do so, and all the more so
because of my continued service with him and because of our almost
general agrecment ufwu the important matters of legislation that have
come up during the last 12 years.

The Senator refers to my colleague’s labor record, and says
it is something remarkable, or words to that effect; that he has
been here all the time, working on behalf of labor, and he asks
labor to work for him and support him.

THE TRUE LABOR RECORD OF MR. HUMPHREY,

I have secured from the American Federation of Labor the
record votes of my colleague on matters of interest to labor,
This data, which I now hold in my hand, shows his record and
that of every other member of the Washington delegation, on
propositions of interest to labor, and it is handed out by the
American Federation of Labor without any partisanship what-
ever. It shows Mr. HumMprorey's position on various questions
involving matters of interest to labor, wherein the Senator
says he has generally agreed with him. I ask unanimous con-
sent that this record, along with other matters, may be ex-
tended in the RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Washington asks
unanimous consent to insert certain papers in the Recorp. 1Is
there objection?

Mr. NORTON. I object.

Mr. BRYAN. Mr. Chairman, this is an irsertion to which
any friend of the gentleman from Washington [Mr. HuMPHREY]
may well object. This record shows my colleague’s opposition
to labor in almost every instance. I am willing to give it to
the public at any time, but I am not going to read it into the
Recorp at this time, because its reading would consume too
much time and there is something else at which I would rather
use the balance of my time,

THERE ARE SBENATORS AND SENATORS AND THERE ARE LA FOLLETTES AND
LA FOLLETTES.

There appeared another comment on my colleague’s record by
another United States Senator, and perhaps the gentleman who
just objected will not object to this being extended in the
Recorn. It is a review of my colleagne’s record by United
States Senator Roperr M. LA ForrerTe, of Wisconsin. In 1910
Senator T.a ForrerTe published in La Follette’s Weekly, under
the head of *“Humphrey system speciaiist,” an article giving
his judgment of my colleague’s record as a record of service
to special interests, voting with unvarying regularity the sys-
tem’s program. He declares that my colleague sj«it his time
and talents on behalf of these interests. Ile mentions the in-
terests which Mr. HumMPHREY supported :

The shipping inferest, the railroad interest, the Standard Oil In-
terest, the iron and steel interests, the sugar interest, the textile in-
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terests, the smelting jnterest, the lumber interest, the coal interest, and
the water-power Interest, ami all the other interests that together make
up federated big business bound and riveted together by intercorporate
ownéership and community of interest and control.

The article written by Senator La ForLLETTE'S own hand con-
tinnes:

“ In politics it Is the representation of all these interests, organized
in a common cause and cemented together by the cohesive force of
public plunder. In politics the system uses its money to make * states-
men " and uses its “ statesmen ™ to make money. Politics for profit Is
the slogan of the system and system interests. * Do you wish to invest
in a Senator?" wrote Sibley to Standard Oil. Bo when a Congressman
is representative for an interest he becomes by exchange of courtesies—
through the logrolling that obtains in legislation, through the influence
of legislation—representative for all the Interests, for the system.
Thus while HuMpHREY i8 primarily the champion of subsidies for the
shipping interest, he is secondarily, but no less falthfully, the champion
of all the interests and adherent to the Cannon system organization
of the House. The Recorp shows him throughout his contgresslunal
service, when not giving himself entirely to his specialty of shipping
subsidies, voting generally the system program, :

A CANNON REGULAR.
The Recorp shows him an ardent " regular” of the Cannon machine,

The article continues. I would like to put it all in the
Recorp, but I have not time to read it all, It takes up the
record of Congressman HumPHREY, with which Senator Jowxes
says he generally concurred, and by example and instance on
instance establishes his point that Mr., HUMPHREY was a sys-
tem specialist. His article is divided into subheads. One title
is “Killing the seamen's bill.”” Under this he shows Mr,
HuumpHREY'S continued and persistent opposition to this meri-
torious and much-needed measure, and details his subserviency
to the Cannon machine, instancing-measure after measure. Yet
Senator Joxes devotes a section of his letter to make the very
opposite impression. Under the heading “ Man of political in-
dependence,” Senator JoNEs says: :

His political lnde%eudence. He has the courage to follow his judg-
ment, even against his own party. * * * While he is a part ;

he refuses to follow his party when its action does not meet with his
conviction. '

On another page of the same issue of La Follette's Weekly
appears the following article:
WHAT HAPPENED T0 HUMPHREY?

When something happens to a Member of the House of Representa-
tives the Nation Is interested. -And rightly so. Congress makes the
laws for the whole country.

At this moment the eyes of the &opla must be turned u
grese;:ann WiLLiaM E. HUMPHREY. mething happened to —quite
recently,

HuMmPHREY Is a Representative from the State of Washington. Un-
like most people in that State, he is a standpatter. He is one of * the
faithful ” in the Cannmon machine, He is an ardent admirer of Can-
non; at any rate he was on August 3. We have hils own testimony as
to that. Here it is:

*“T belleve in the obstinate integrity of that grand old man who for
80 years has held as with hoops of steel the confidence and esteem of
his constituents and his colleagues, who for more than a generation has
stood between wild extravagance and the National Treasury, who has
gaved this Nation more money than any other man that ever lived be-
neath our flag, who knows more about the wants and needs of this Na-
tion than any other man in the Republic, who for years has borne his
own sins and sins of every infernal coward in Congress, under whose
leadership doring the last eight years Congress has passed more im-
portant legislation than was passed in all the 30 years prior to that
time—that grim old fighter that never asks quarter nor never gives
it, the *Iron Duke’ of American politice—Speaker Joseph G. Cannon.”

That was on August 3. Mr. HuoMpHREY'S constituents may be par-
doned for inferring from HousmprHREY'S remarks that there existed no
hard feeling between Cannon and himself. Others who are not eitl-
gens of Washington may be pardoned for inferring the same thing.
But many things may hnp})cu in the course of 19 days. For Instance,
a State like Kansas may leave Speaker Cannon a little the worse for
wear after a face to face encounter. And States llke Iowa and Cali-
fornia may enter a vehement protest against Cannonism, And the big
{mrty bosses may hasten to sacrifice a man like Speaker Cannon in the
nterest of ‘* party success.” And little bosses all over the country
may take their cue from the big bosses and desert their erstwhile ezar
and master. All these things may happen between the 3d of the month
and the 22d of the month. Certain it is that something happened to
HuMPHREY during this time. We have the evidence from his own lips.
On August 22 he unbosomed himself to his eonstituents as follows :

“ While I have had no officlal information upon the subject, press
dispatches in the last few days have announced that Mr. Cannon would
be a candldate for the Speakership of the next House of Representatives.
I do not believe that he will be, however. I have walted several days
for -an _aunthoritative denial from him, but he has not seen fit to maie
one. This action on the part of Mr, Cannon, which I reghret very much
makes me feel that it is my duty to state publicly what my closest
politicul friends have known for more than a year; that is, that I did
not think it to the best interests of the Republican Party for Mr,
Cannon to be a candidate for Speaker of the Sixty-second Congress;
and if he was, that I would not support him. So long as he made no
lmt;?uncement 1 felt 1 should make no statement in regard to the
matter.

“1 have never attempted to conceal my attitude upon any public
question from the people of my district, and I shall not do so upon
this matter.”

Let us not pause here to reflect upon the frailty of
Let us pass over HUMPHREY'S magnanimi
ents into his confidence. Let us not indulge in supertluons rema
concerning the awful designs upon his friend and patron—Cauvnon—
that he hid in his beart, and the hearts of his closest political friends,
for a whole year; designs that he cherished in secret while he gave
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in thus taking his constitu-

vent to fulsome eulogies in public. ILet us not yield to any of these

obvious temptations to moralize. Let us rather seck an answer to a
question. It is this: What happened to Congressman HUMPHREY ?

I want to suggest that Senator La Forrerte also took an
entirely different view of Senator Lorimer, who is now under
indictment, I understand, in connection with his bank failure,
and came to a different conclusion from Senator JoNes on this
matter, too. Senator LA Forrerte thought that Lorimer was
entirely unfit, and voted to expel him from the Senate. Is it
possible—I am not going to say it is a fact—but is it possible
that this difference of view had something to do with the entry
of Senator JoNgs into this campaign for Mr. HuMPHREY and
against me? I would not have referred to these matters or
brought them up on the floor if the CoxerEssioNAL REcorp and
the leave to print had not been used to circulate the letter of
Senator JoNEs,

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Chairman, I raise the question of
order—that the gentleman is out of order in referring to a
Member of a coordinate branch and criticizing his actions.
Nothing is more violative of the rules than that a Member of
the House should refer disparagingly to a Member of another
coordinate body,

The CHAIRMAN. The point of order is well taken, and the
gentleman will proceed in order.

Mr. BRYAN. Mr. Chairman, I am reading from La Follette's
‘Weekly, a newspaper published at Madison, Wis.; and when I
was reading a while ago from a letter——

Mr, STAFFORD, Mr, Chairman, a guestion of order. The
gentleman was not reading from La Follette's Weekly. He was
criticizing by name a Senator of the United States, and he had
not any right to do so.

The CHAIRMAN. The point of order is well taken, and the
gentleman will proceed in order.

Mr. BRYAN. Mr. Cbairman, I shall continue to proceed in
order, as the Chair has directed.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Chairman, one moment.

The CHATRMAN. Does the genfleman yield?

Mr. BRYAN. Certainly.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Chairman, I do not wish to enter into this
controversy at all. I do not know anything about the merits
of it one way or the other, but is it out of order—because this
is establishing a precedent here—if a United States Senator
writes a private letter in my distriet and the letter is put in the
Recorp for me to refer to that letter and to the Senator because
of that act? I thonght the matter of privilege went only fo the
Senator and his rights as a Senator and what he says on the
floor of the Senate.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair thinks the gentleman from
Wisconsin is right, and yet the Chair will hold that the eriti-
cism of a Member of the Senate on the floor of the House
broadly was not within the rule.

Mr. BRYAN. Mr. Chairman, I want to suggest to the gentle-
man that I did not say that Senator Joxes did anything wrong
in voting for Lorimer. I merely said that he did it. That may
be one of the proudest acts of his life. Mr. Lorimer met with
his approval; so did My, HuMPHREY. I only asked if it was pos-
sible that he was measuring my colleague by that same meas-
ure. I did not say that he did anything wrong. It is the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. Starrorp] who gets up and flies fo
the defense of Senator Jones, and says that I have accused him
of doing something very wrong. It is he who condemns the Sen-
ator. I did not condemn him.

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr, Chairman, the gentleman knows full
well that his only purpose is to besmirch Senator JoNes. Why
has he not the courage to say so openly?

Mr. BRYAN. Mr. Chairman, the statement of the gentleman
is as false as he is tall, and he is a G-footer.

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Chairman, I ecall the gentleman to
order, if nobody else does.

Mr. BRYAN. The gentleman ought not to have made his
statement, and I am willing to extract mine from the Recorp.

Now, gentlemen, I have about finished, although there are
some brief documentary matters that I should have the right
to extend in the Recorn—I want to say, as I saia at the cutset,
the only occasion, the only reason why I inject ilis matter into
the Recorp is because these voluminous letters by these gentle-
men, and the copy of the platform, and especially this letter of
Senafor JoNes has gone out in large numbers into my district,
and I do not believe there is a fair man on fhis floor who will
not realize that it is only legitimate and straightforward for me
to answer at the same tribunal a matter

Mr. CLINE. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr, BRYAN. In a moment—a matter that was put in the
Recorp, and practically every work that was placed in the
Recorv by my colleagues was placed in there under leave to
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print on the state of fhe Union, or some general unanimous
consent. Now, I yield to the gentleman from Indiana,

Mr. CLINE. 1 want to inquire of the gentleman from Wash-
ington whether he assumes there is an understanding 'between

Senator Joxes, of Washington, and Mr. HomeHREY, of Washing-

ton, that the Senator shall assist Mr, HumpHreY in his canvass
«of his distriet, and that is the reason why these letters have
been inserted in the RECOED.

Mr. BRYAN. There is no question of their being confeder-
ates and associates in this political enterprise. They expect to
help each other.

Mr. CLINE. I ask the quesfion for fhe reason that if It
appears that fthere was any confederntion shown or intimated
by the gentleman from Washington, and if his colleague from
Washington and the Senator songht the CONGRESSIONAL RRECORD
for the purpose, then the gentleman from Washingion [Mr.
Bryarx] is clearly right in answering here.

Mr. BRYAN. I will risk that proposition, all right. 'They can
not have exclusive use of the Recorp, It is a poor rule that
will not work both ways. The letter of Senator JoNes recom-
mended earnesily the retention of Mr. HuaPHREY in Congress,
and, of course, my retirement.

1 will state further that T have also {he ‘roll call from Col-
ller's of my colleagues votes for a long time back, and if there
is anything left unsaid or any document or article T have re-
ferred to that my colleagne would like to have inserted in the
Recorp I am prepared to insert it.

1 much prefer him to accept my proposition, however, and
refrain from extending campaign letters in ‘the Recomp, but
meet me out in the State of Washington along in September,
when we both can get an opportunity to present these matters
to the voters. I agree that these things ought not to be pre-
sented here, but when a Member does put things in the Recorp,
when a Member does extend his letters and documents and put
matters at issue, as was done in this case, it puts me ‘in such
a position as to make it mecessary 'to adopt ‘this means of meet-
ing it. I have only inserted part of the La Follette’s Weekly
article; the rest of it I will insert if my colleague wants it and
tnanimous consent ‘is ‘given; or if he wants to meet me ont at
Seattle we will read the article ‘to the people and let him answer
it in person or through Senator Joxes. [Applause.]

AESSAGE FROM THE SENATE.
The committee informally rose; and Mr. UxperwooD having

taken the chair as Speaker pro tempore a message from the:

Senate, by Mr. Carr, one of its clerks, ‘announeed ‘that the Sen-
ate had passed without amendment bills of the following titles:

H.'R.11740. An act to amend an act-entitled “An act creating
a legislative assembly in the Territory of Alaska amd confer-

ring legislative power thereon, and for other purposes,” ap-!

proved August 24, 1912; and

T. R. 92. An act to extend the general land Jaws to the former
Fort Bridger Military Reservation, in Wyoming.

The message also announced that the Senate had insisted

upon its amendments to the bill (H. R.%6282) to provide for the

registration of, with collectors -of internal revenue, and to im-

pose a special tax upon all persons swhe produce, import, manu-|

facture, compound, deal in, dispense, sell, distribute, or give
away opium or coca leaves, their salts, derivatives, or prepara-
tions, and for other purposes, disagreed to by the Houseof Rep-

resentatives, had agreed ‘to ‘the conference asked by the House

on the disagreeing votes of the two Houses thereon, and had
appointed 'Mr. Bisrmoxns, Mr. Winniams, Mr. THoMAS, Mr.
MoeCuaees, and Mr. Smoor:as the conferees on the part of the
Senate.

The message also announced that ‘the Senate had -agreed to
the amendment of the House of Representatives to the bill
I(8. 5739) to present the steam Taunch Lowise, now -employed
in the construction of the Panama Candl, to ‘the French Gov-
ernment.

The message also anmounced that the Senate had agreed to
the amendments of the House of Representatives to the bill
'(8. 597T) to authorize Bryan Henry and Albert Henry to con-
struct a bridge across a slough, which is a part of the Tennessee
River, near Guntersville, Ala.

REVISION OF PRINTING LAWS.

The committee resumed its session.

Mr. MocEELLAR. Mr, Chairman and gentlemen :of the com-
mittee, I am not going to talk about the printing bill. I am
going to leave that to my friends, Mr. BARNHART, Mr. Frrz-
GERALD, and Mr. Maxw. I think it is in good hands and we will
work out a proper bill in that regard. I am ot going to talk
about politics either. I have up to .date neither Bull Moose
nor Republitan opponent, and 1 hope I awill not have,; and there-
fore that matter is of no burning importance yet, and I hope

-afternoon.

will not be. But I do want to talk about, for a little while,
gentlemen, the proposition that is of live interest to the people
of America and especially to the people of the United States
to-day. Nothing is nearer, not the heart, but the pocketbook
of the American people than the high cost of living, and to show
the interest that the people have in that subject to-day, there is
not.a district in the United States and not a city in the United
States wherein an investigation of this subject is not being
carried .on by Federal or local authorities or both. I became
interested in this matter amore than a year ago, and for quite
a while I have been ‘investigating why it was that there was
such a great difference between the prices that are received for
their wares by the producers of such wares and the prices that
are demanded of the consumers of those same wares. It was
with this end in view that about a year ago, or a little less,
I introduced into this FHouse a bill regulating cold-storage ware-
houses throughout the United States engaged in interstate com-
merce. This question, I svant to say to the committee, is not
a new one. It has been investigated before, In 1910 and in
1911 special committees of th: Senate and special commitfees
of the House investigated the subject, with the result that on
March 8, 1911, a bill was reported out. A committee of the
Senate, presided over by the late Senator Heyburn, held ex-
tensive hearings on this subject, and unanimously reported a
bill to the Senate rcgnlating cold storage in this country. That
bill did not become a law.

The bill that I have introduced in the House is along the
same lines of the bill infroduced and recommended in the Sen-
ate by the committee presided over by the late Senator Hey-
burn. Last fall, when this bill was introduced, it created great
public interest, for the reason that there were certain com-
modities, notably eggs, the prices of which had gone to remark-
able heights. But later on, when the supply in the spring
became greater, the interest in the guestion dropped to some
extent; and, in the next place, while the bill was pending
before the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce the
President desired to have the antitrust bills «considered by
that committee, and the hearings on my bill were postponed
until recently, when short hearings were held, but have not
been completed as yet.

Since the war in Europe has broken out, gentlemen of the
committee, interest in this matter has again become acute, and
ought to be acute. These investigations are being ecarried on
now for the purpose of determining who are to blame for the
remarkable increase in prices, and I want to discuss that fea-
ture of the case with you.

This bill provides that certaln meats used every day in every
family and every household shall be kept in cold storage only
a limited time. What for? TFor the purpose of preventing ihe
packers who are in combination from demanding exorbitant
prices for those meats. Just to show you how concerned the
great 'body of the plain pedple are on this subject, 1 am going
to read, with his permission, a letter that my friend Repre-
sentative Eagax handed me a moment or two ago, not know-
ing at the time that I intended to discuss this subject this
I say 1 read it for the purpose of showing that
this is a question that Teaches every family in the country,
the poor and the rich alike. And the appeal that is given here
ghows that in n more effective way than I can talk about it.
It says: :

Hon. Joux J. EAGAN,

Dear 8e: I think that I have a very way of solving the high
eost of l}v-lni ‘by ‘the 'Congress anfl United ‘States Senate gettin
together and Immediately passing a bill that will not allow the ecold-

‘houses to keep meats of any kind or vegetables or anything

ble longer than 15 days; anything kept over the limited ‘time
will be sold by the Government and the owner of storage houses and
owner of goods sent to jail for not less than 7 years nor more than
20 years without a fine. 1t will only take about one weck to pass n
law like ‘this if ‘the Congress ‘and Senate get bus{.

Hoping you will oblige 2 poor mother with 10 children,

Respectiull

Ty

HoROEEX, N. .J,, Awgust 1}, 191},

Mrs. MeYER
821 AUadison Street, Hoboken, N, J.

[Applause.]

You will find in the hearings here that have been printed
letters and editorials from every State and every congressional
distriet In this Union in approval of the cold-storage bill that
has been introduced into this House by me. Innumerable
letters from .every portion of the country, innnmerable -edl-
torials from @lmost every paper of any importance in this
country, and, with four exceptions, as I now recall, every one
of them of Congress or asking of Congress or plead-
ing with Congress to pass such a measure. Why? It is just
as simple, geutlemen, as that two and two make four. We
know, whatever else may ‘be said, that the packing-house in-
‘terests in this country absolutely control the prices of meat.
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They fix them on one day in every week in every town and
every city in this country, not by the law of supply and de-
mand, but because we have in cold storage as it is now man-
aged an instrument here which enables them to disregard any
such law of supply and demand. But they merely have their
agents, who on every Thursday morning, I am fold, in the
city of Memphis, where I live, meet and say that the price
of meats shall be thus and so for the following week. And
every butcher, every dealer in that city, must sell it at that
priee and at 1o other price.

Talk about monopoly! Talk about combination! Gentlemen,
that combination or that monopoly that will thus control the
price of the very necessities of life is the most outrageous,
the most unjust, and, in my judgment, should receive from
this Congress its earliest disapproval. [Applause.]

Mr. Chairman and gentleman, I say they control it. This
bill provides that the United States Government shall have
the right to inspect packing houses in this country. Do you
imagine it has any such right now? Why, it has no more
right to-day than it has fo go into your pocket and inspect how
much money you have got. Meat for the most part is a sub-
ject of ‘interstate commerce; packing houses do almost an ex-
clusive interstate business, and not a line or a syllable in the
law passed by this Congress for their regulation. Subject to
State regulation? Yes. But we know how that is done. Very
few of the States regulate them, and they have become so
powerful and so proud that they have no respect for either
the State authorities or for the national authorities, and the
way they treated our friend, the late Senator Heyburn, of
Idaho, was simply outrageous in the extreme. I do not think
I could better show yon just the way they did him and his
committee than by reading a letter or two from Mr. Armour and
from Mr. Swift.

Mr, CLINE. Will the gentleman permit a question there?

Mr. McKELLAR. I certainly will

The CHAIRMAN. Will the gentleman from Tennessee yield
to the gentleman from Indiana?

Mr. McKELLAR. Certainly. I would prefer if the gen-
tleman would permit me to go on now—

Mr. CLINBE. It is very brief.

Mr. McKELLAR. Very well.

. Mr. CLINE. I wanfed to inguire whether the gentleman
would go to the extent of authorizing some governmental
agency to fix a maximum price under any conditions?

Mr. McKELLAR. Oh, no. That is not a governmental fune-
tion at all. What we want to do is to regulate them, so that
the law of real supply and demand will influence and con-
trol their actions and not just the guestion of their greed, the
question of how much they will take. And to illustrate what
I say, let me mention—

Mr. BRYAN. The practice obtains with respect to many
products besides meat—products that are not affected by the
cold-storage proposition?

Mr. McKELLAR. Yes; but the gentleman would be sur-
prised to know how many products are absolutely controlled
by the cold-storage companies and packers. How many would
the gentleman say? A dozen or a half dozen? Ob, no. There
are in the neighborhood of 300 produets in this couniry, the
price of which, the control of which, depends upon these ware-
housemen and these packers, with no Government control over
them; and I will take the time right here to show you why
control is so necessary. If a man has 100 beeves in his pas-
ture, he, the producer, has got to sell them. Why? If he does
not, they will eat their heads off. So they are killed and put
in cold storage and kept for 6 months, 12 months, 18 months,
2 years, 3 years, or 5 years, as the case may be. Why? Is
that' packer in the same position as the producer? Oh, no.
The producer has to sell or the cattle eat their heads off. But
it is different with the packers. It costs only a fraction of a
cent to keep that meat in cold storage indefinitely; and the
packer, practically speaking, without cost to himself, can put
that meat on the market whenever he pleases, and there is no
man to say him nay, and unfortunately no law under which
he may be regulated.

When, however, you fix a limitation, depending on the nature
of the commodity that is kept in cold storage, when you fix
that limitation upon him, what does it do? It puts him again
under the control of the law of supply and Cemand, because he
can not keep it longer than that; and when you have done
that, then it is that you have to investigate him and keep track
of that. And that is just what this bill provides for—the in-
vestigation of it.

Why, they tell me that they put any kind of beef into cold
storage—good heef, bad beef, indifferent beef, all kinds of beef,
and all kinds of hog products in cold storage. A great many

R R A S e R e e o e e

people do not know but what cold storage rather helps articles
put in cold storage. Well, cold storage merely keeps it in the
same condition it was in when it was put in. They do this
withont regulation. Why, gentlemen, we ought to have a law
that will force these packers and warehousemen to submit
their products to examination by Government officials when
their products are intended to go into interstate commerce, to
see that the food that the American people have to eat shall
be pure and fit to be eaten.

Mr. FOWLER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman yield?

Mr. McKELLAR. Certainly.

Mr. FOWLER. I desire to inquire if the gentleman has in-
vestigated as to the character of the preservatives used by the
packers?

Mr. McKELLAR. Yes. They use all kinds of preservatives;
some that are good for the human body when taken into the
system, and others that are not. But I will say to the gentle-
man that as long as these packers absolufely refuse to give
any information about their management, and about the man-
agement and control of thelr systems of packing, it is impossi-
ble for the Government to have any accurate knowledge or in-
formation about it, and the only way you can get it is to
investigate by piecemeal. And I want to say to the gentleman
that where I got my information was through examinations
that were made not only by Senator Heyburn's committee, but
from other examinations that were made by comumittees of vari-
ous State legislatures. And you will be surprised to know that
there are eight States in the Union now that have cold-storage
laws. Does that answer the gentleman?

Mr. FOWLER. I will ask the gentleman if he has conferred
with Dr. Wiley and ascertained the results of his examinations
into this question? .

Mr. McKELLAR. I have. Dr. Wiley, however, has not gone
as thoroughly into the meat question as he has gone into other
phases of the general question, notably as to eggs. But Dr.
Wiley is one of the most distinguished chemists, or agricultural
chemists, whatever you might call the man who makes investi-
gations of that kind; certainly he is a great authority. This
bill is based to a very large extent upon the report of Dr.
Wiley as furnished in the hearings.

Mr. FOWLER. He says they are using benzoate of soda and
sulphides, both of which are very injurious to health.

Mr. McKELLAR. They do; and that is being constantly
done.

Now, under the provisions of this bill it is provided that the
Government should investigate and see how these meats are
prepared and kept; whether they are good when they go in;
whether they stay in there longer than the time allotted to them
under the law. And the figures that are produced in this hill—
which I need not go into—have been ecarefully drawn, and
scientifically drawn, They are not of my drawing, and I am
depending upon the expert testimony of witnesses who have
been produced before the hearings, and the length of time is
virtually the same as is prescribed in the bill that was favor-
ably reported in the Senate.

But I want to talk about the packing interests for a few
minutes, and of their absolute contempt for Congress on this
subject. Senator Heyburn's committee was directed fo go to
Chicago and summon the packers before it. That committee
went out there, and here is what occurred. I will read sowme
letters. They are short. Here is a letter that was sent out
on May 20, 1910: :

Mr. AnrTHUR MEEKER,
Care Armour & Co., Chicago, Il1.

Dear Sir: Senate bill 7649, Introduced as a result of the inquiry
that is being made by a special committee appointed hy the Senate to
investigate the high cost of living, has been the subject of hearings
Lefore the commitfee. A number of representatives of those who con-
duct cold-storage plants, as well as chemists, have appeared Dbefore
this committee and furnished information in reference to the alleged
unwholesomeness of food kept Im eold storage. By reason of your
familiarity with the cold-storage business you could probably furnish
valuable data which would be of interest and value to the committea
in determining what action should be taken on the measure. Will you
kindly indleate If you are willing to appear before the committee when
a date will be set for the hearing?

Yery truly, yours,

Certainly a very genteel request to appear before the com-
mittee; nothing that Mr. Meeker, the representative of this
great packing interest, could object to. Here is what he says:

MAY 24, 1010,

Max 20, 19010.

Hon. W. B, HEYBURN
Chairman Committce on Manufacturcs, Washington, D. C.

Drar Sin: 1 beg to acknowledge receipt of your courteous invitation
to appear before the special committee eppointed to Investigate the
high cost of living. 1 would gladly appear if I thought I couid fur-
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nish any information that would be of value to the committee, but I have
ng special knowledge on the subject.

Thanking you, 1 am,

Very truly, yours, ArTHUR MEEKER,

Swift, Armour, every other packer, received the same courte-
cus invitation to appear before the committee, and there was
not a single packer that had the slightest knowledge, according
to the replies. Benator Heyburn's committee went to Chicago
and came back, and not a packer appeared before that com-
mittee to testify in any manner whatsoever.

Now, gentlemen, of course they did not do it. Why? The
iestimony of this record shows that they make an enormous
per cent—they are middlemen—by reason of being able to
buy the products at a low figure, because the producer is obliged
te sell the cattle or let them eat their heads off, and then the
packers hold them for practically nothing, or at nominal ex.
pense. They make enormous profits in many cases, including
the profit derived from the products and the by-products.

Now, I am not going to argue against cold storage. It is one
of the great discoveries of this country or any other country.
Used properly it is a great boon to mankind. A man would
be an idiot not to know that cold storage properly used is a
great thing for our country. But what I am decrying against
is its use as an instrument of oppression of all the people of
the country as it is being used this day, simply to multiply
almost without limit the profits of the middleman. The many
fortunes that have been made by these packers simply because
they have in cold storage an instrument which they use for the
oppression of the people and for their own profit all the way
down the line are a by-word in this country. They are entitled
1o reasonable profits; no one denies that. But they onght not
to be permitted to rob. You saw an example of it about a week
ago. For a few days they have been trying to backtack, but
as soon as an excuse arose they raised the price. Did they
wait until the law of supply and demand could operate? Every-
body knows that if this European war continnes long enough
it will raise the prices of certain food products. But they did
not wait for that. They found an excuse and promptly ac-
cepted it by raising the prices of everything that we have to
eat in this country. Cold-storage products went up first. It
is just an excuse. There is no real reason for it

Now, gentlemen, what is the practical thing to do? As I
say, the demand for this legislation is almost universal in this
counntry. Every gentieman on this floor, whether Demoecrat,
Republican, or Progressive, unless he represents a district in
which there are large packing houses, is in favor of this legisla-
tion. And even in those districts the great majority of the
people, including everyone who has a family, demands this legis-
Iation. If you do not believe it, get the hearings and see the
communications from your distriets. 1 doubt if there is a man
here who will not find a letter prinfed in those hearings from
some constituent demanding the passage of this law. If you
are not satisfied with that, read the editorials from your dis-
trict that are found in the hearings—well-considered editorials
written by men who are familiar with the subject, men who are
accustomed not to speak lightly; men who have given the
matter careful consideration; men who know what conditions

are.

You will find there editorials from every congressional dis-
trict in this country from your leading papers. I do not care
where you come from, whether from California or Maine, from
the South or from Brother Doxovax's district in Connecticut,
you will find them everywhere demanding that this legislation
be passed. If you still have doubts about the wisdom of pass-
ing this legislation, then I ask you fo go to your own State law,
and what do you find? You will find that New Jersey, New
York, Massachusetts, Indiana, Kansas, California, and several
other States have already passed cold-storage measures. Many
others are trying to pass them. I want to tell you about those
cold-storage measures passed by the States. If you will ex-
amine the statutes of the various States as found in the hear-
ings you will find that in practically all of them the cold-storage
people, the packers and the warehousemen, have secured modi-
fications which are satisfactory to them. By the way, in this
coniroversy there are tweo distinct sets of people who control
the market. One is what are called the independent ware-
housemen ; the other is the packers. And to show you that it
is a big thing, gentlemen, the independent warehousemen alone
have got $3,000,000,000 invested in cold-storage plants and
management in this eountry. They control only about 40 per
cent, or perhaps 35 per cent, of the cold-storage products of the
country. The other 60 or 65 per cent are controlled by the
packers, and we do not know how much they have invested.
We can not tell. They will not tell. We ecan not get them before
us. They treat the committees of the Senate and the House
with contempt, becaunse they knew that whenever they have to

stand under the glare of publicity they are going to lose their
profits and the people are going to be benefited. That is why
they do not come. That is why they treat these committees
with contempt, and there is but one way to get at them. The
State regulations are inefficient. But whenever the great Gov-
ernment of the United States lays its hand on them and says,
*“You must do right,” they will come across and do right. and
every man, woman, and child in this country will be benefited.

Why, gentlemen, the records here show—and, by the way, this
is shown by their own trade papers—that these packing people
buy eggs, on an average, for illustration, at from 63 to 10
cents a dozen. They sell them, on an average, for 26 cents a
dozen. Those are the figures, not just taken from a year or two,
bat the middle man makes over 200 per cent and in some cases
over 300 per cent. In a former speech here I could not lLelp
paying my respects to a coarse fellow out in the West who
bragged that he had made a fortune of nearly a half a million
dollars within three weeks last year by cornering the egg mar-
ket in the eity of Chicago for that length of time. Are you
going to permit it? We have got the power to change it. Well,
they say this may not be the most effective means to get at it.
It can not hurt anybody, can it? If the packers and warehouse-
men are doing right, ean it hurt them to submit themselves to
a governmental investigation? If they are doing right, why
do they not come up and show us? 1 say to you, gentlemen,
that the fact is they are getting profits that they know they
are not entitled to. They are reaping where they have not
sown, and to the detriment of the great consuming classes in
this eountry; and both the producer and the consumer will
never bave relief until we take this splendid discovery, which
means so much for our comfort and our happiness, so much
for the improvement of our food, and regulate the system and
make it perform the duties that it was intended to perform;
take it out of the hands of the speculators and the gamblers
in food products and put it in the hands of the Government,
which will force them to do the right thing, and at the same
time give them their reasonable profits.

I want to say something about State regulations. I will be
very frank. I do not want to criticize any State organization;
but if you will read the hearings that have taken place in
Massachusetts you will find that some gentlemen would come
in with a cold-storage bill along the lines of this one. The
packing houses and the independent warehousemen would get
together, and when the bill came out of the eommittee it would
be built along lines to which they did not objeet, and they would
say, “That is reasonable; that is nothing that will hurt us”
They have such a law over here in Pennsylvania, and the pack-
ers are very much pleased with it, because it does not hurt
them,

Now, what we want to do is to pass a law not that will hurt
anybody but that will make them all do right; that is all. We
have the power, because nearly nine-tenths of these produects
sooner or later are the subject of interstate commerce. It is
a matter peculiarly within the Federal jurisdiction, and we
will never get relief until the Congress passes a bill along the
lines of this one. I do not mean to say that my bill is a per-
fect one or that it is going to cure every ill; but I think that
when it is pared down and arranged and perfected by the com-
mittee and then goes through this House and is passed in
the interest of the people, the produeing and consuming publie,
and not in the interest of those who are using it for their own
selfish purposes and designs, it is going to do more to bring
about a settlement of the question of the high cost of living
than any bill that has been enacted into law by this Congress
in many years. [Applause.]

Now, gentlemen, I fear I have already taken too much of
your time. I have made quite a study of this subjeet, and if
there is any gentleman here, in the few moments that remain to
me, who desires to ask me questions, I will be glad to answer
if I can.

Mr. FOWLER. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. McKELLAR. Certainly.

Mr. FOWLER. The subject that the gentleinan is discussing
is the high cost of living, and I discover from his remarks a
very large difference between the price paid to the producer
and the price paid by the consumer. I would be glad to have
the gentleman tell what he really thinks is the cause of this
great difference to-day.

Mr. McKELLAR. I did not quite cateh what the gentleman
asked.

Mr. FOWLER. The gentleman says that eggs, for instance,
are bought up by the cold-storage people for from 6§ to 10
cents per dozen and sold, on the average, at 26 cents a dozen.
What canses the great difference between the price to the pro-
ducer and the price paid by the consumer?
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Mr. McKELLAR. I am glad that the gentleman asked that
question, beeause it permits me to impress oen the House a very
important matter and one provided for in the bill. This ap-
plies not only to eggs, but to all other products stored in cold
storage. This country is divided by the monopolistic packers
and warehousemen into distriets, and a certain monopoly in the
city of Chicago can buy eggs in the States of Indiana or Ohio,
and another one in Tennessee and Virginia, another one in an-
other State, and another in Kansas, where so many eggs are
produced. The producing districts in this country are divided
up, and the agents of these packers are sent to these districts
and they fix the price. They do not ecompete with each other
when buying the product. The territory is divided. They de
not compete with each otlier in selling the produet, and that is
the true reason of the large difference in the price paid to the
producer and the price charged to the consumer. Does that
answer the gentleman's question?

Mr. FOWLER. And by virtue of the cold storage and ware-
houses they are able to hold the product until they see fit to
put it on the market.

Mr. McKELLAR. They are enabled to hold the produet in-
definitely at no substantial cost.

Mr. SIMS. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. McKELLAR. ‘I will

Mr. SIMS. Has not the parcel post to some extent enabled the
farmer to sell eggs at a better price by selling directly to the
eonsumer? In other words, he 18 not now compelled to rely on
the- cold-storage purchaser as much as he has been heretofore?

Mr. McKELLAR. I hope that is to some extent true; but I
heard an officer connected with the House when I was discussing
this last year—and it was on the subject of eggs to which the
gentleman referred—he told me that there were farmers out-
side of Washington City that supplied eertain hotels with eggs in
Washington. He sald they were supplied as fresh eountry eggs.
They sent them in every morning, but they beught them down

They sent them in every morning, but they bought them down
here at the cold-storage plants every night, took them out, and
ghipped them in the next merning as fresh ceuntry eggs. The
cold-storage people pald 6 to 10 cents a dozen for themr and
gold them to the farmers for about 25 or 30 cents a dozen, and
the farmer brought them in as fresh eggs and sold them to the
public the next morning at 50 cents & dozem: Of course the
parcel post has to some extent done away with that.

Mr. SIMS. The parcel post has relieved to some extent the
opportunity that the cold-storage people had to corner eggs,
becanse the farmer can sell directly to the consumer. T will
state what I know to be a fact, that during the winter and
gpring I bought every egg I used from a place distant 60 or
100 miles in Virginia. They eame fromr the farmer, who- sold
them to me and sent them by parcel post, better known as the
“ Burleson Express,” and I think it is giving a great relief
along that line.

Mr. McKELLAR. I hope so, and I hope that as we put it
further into operation it will be greater.

Mr. SIMS. At the present time the Post Office Department
issues a sort of advertising sheet in whieh farmers all over the
country may advertise what they have that can be shipped by
pareel post, and you can buy half a dozen or a dozen eggs, and
it does not require any middleman at all. That does not remove
the purposes of the gentleman's bill, but it helps the matter.

Mr. McKELLAR. Yes; I think it helps. Somebody told me
a few days ago, In discussing this matter, that cold storage was
intended to provide that the preducts of a season of overpro-
duction should be carried over to a season of searcity, and that
is true and very properly so. If it was used right it would be
of great benefit to the public. I think my good friend from
Missouri said, “ Why, do you, know if we did not have eold
storage we would have te pay three or four times as much for
eges in the fall of the year, in times of scareity, as we do now?”

The trouble with my friend’s proposition is that we have the
gtatistics of the prices of eggs from 1880 to 1890, and from 1890
to 1900, which we get from the Agricultural Department, and
the average price was not much more than half what they were
last fall, and they did not have cold storage for eggs in those
years. Cold storage is largely a modern improvement. So far
as beef and other products are concerned, it was used in the
nineties for the first time, but it was not used for eggs until
within the last 15 years.

Mr. PAIGE of Massachusetts. Mr. Chairman, will the gentle-
man yleld?

Mr. McKELLAR. I wilk

Mr. PAIGE of Massachusetts. I would like to ask the gentle-
man if he does not think the high cest of products outside of
cold storage is caused in getting the products from the prodacer
to the consumer ?

Mr. McKELLAR. T think that is true. T think the middle-
man’s profits are in a great many instances too large. That
is one of the things my friend from Tennessee [Mr. Smus]
seems to think the parcel post is destined to correct fo some
extent.

Mr. BOOHER. Mr. Chairman, I understand my friend to
take this pesition, that the cold-storage proposition is one of
great benefit to the people of this country.

Mr. McKELLAR. Ob, the greatest possible; it can hardly
be estimated.

Mr. BOOHER. Will the gentleman please tell the House how
it can be of great benefit to the country on the guestion of eggs,
if eggs are much higher ever since we have had cold storage?
Why not abolish the cold storage, so far as eggs are concerned,
and make them cheaper?

Mr. McKELLAR. I think the price of eggs is due to the
abuses of eold storage, but not to the cold sterage itself, and
if the gentleman had investigated it along the same lines that
these other gentlemen have imvestigated it from time to time
and have testified to it he would be of the same opinion.

Mr. BOOHER. I understand the gentleman to argue that
the cold-storage people are the middlemen.

Mr. Mc They are the middlemen; yes.

Mr. BOOHER. I would like the gentleman to explain how
he can conclude that. The farmer, we will say, for instance,
fs the preducer of eggs and meat.

Mr. McKELLAR. Yes.

Mr. BOOHER. He can net put them into cold storage, be-
cause he has not the facilities. The packer has the cold-storage
plant.

Mr. MoKELLAR., Yes

Mr. BOOHER. How does the packer become the middleman?
I am anxious to find out who the middleman is whom we are
all abusing so much.

Mr, McKELLAR. I may be technically incorrect in ealling
the paeker the middleman, but the packer who buys from the
producer and holds the produet in cold storage indefinitely or
definitely, as suits his purpese best, in order to get the highest
price for it, is the middleman. He is not the producer or the
consumer, but he is the man through whose hands the product
has to pass before it gets to the consumer, and that is my
understanding of the middleman.

Mr. BOOHER. The consumer does not buy directly from the
packer. He buys from the retail man,

Mr. McKELLAR. It used to be that way. As a matter of
fact, under present conditions he buys directly from the packer,
and for this reasen: There is not a butcher in any city in the
country who sells packing-house products who does not sell at
a price for those products fixed, not by the butcher himself
but by the agents of the packing-house companies. That is
why I say the consumer buys not from the retail grocery mer-
chant, but from the packer; because he buys from the man who
fixes the priee.

Mr. BOOHER. Let us follow that out. We will say that the
man who has a meat market in a small town buys his dressed
meat from the packer.

Mr. McKELLAR. That is right.

Mr. BOOHER. He pufs it on his block and sells it to his
customers.

Mr. McKELLAR. Yes

Mr. BOOHER. Which one of those people who have handled
this meat is the middleman?

Mr, McEELLAR. Both.

Mr. BOOHER. The gentleman is in favor of wiping both of
them out?

Mr. McKELLAR. Not at all. What I believe in is regulating
the packer who Is using the cold storage to the detriment of
the whole people, and letting the law of supply and demand
affect the retail merchant. My sister, who keeps house for me,
stated to me on a particular week that beef had gone up 2 cents
a pound, and she asked me if I would not ask the market man
about it. I did; and he replied to me, “Mr. McKErraAR, I have
nothing to do with it. The agent of the packing house directs
what price I shall ask for the meat, and I can not handle his
wares unless I demand of the public the price that he fixes"
And you can ask any butcher in any eity in this country, and
he will tell you exactly the same thing if he tells you the
truth.

AMr. DOOHER. In the town in which I live we have two
meat markets, each one of which slaughters its own meats,

Mr. McKEELLAR. That is an entirely different proposition.
This bill is not aimed at that.

Mr. BOOHER. If they sell their meat at exactly the same
price that butehers in other towns gell meat, the price of which
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is fixed by the packer, who, then, fixes the price that the
butcher in my town sells at?

Mr. McKELLAR. Of course, it is fixed by the packer.

Mr, BOOHER. Where a man butchers his own stock?

Mr. McKELLAR. Of course it is fixed by the packer. It is
as plain as the nose on a man’s face. The packer in a neighbor-
ing town, or perhaps in the gentleman's own town, fixes the
price, and this man who slaughters his own meat is going to
demand the same price for his meat, of course. Why should he
not have the advantage of the higher price?

Mr. BOOHER. When youn get down to the gquestion of what
these things are sold for, is it not really the ability of the man
who buys to pay and the cupidity of the man who sells it?

Mr. McKELLAR. That is another way of expressing the
law of supply and demand; but if it has not an effect on the
price demanded by the packer, then I want to ask the gentle-
man a question. Would he defend a proposition whereby the
packers of this country farm out the territory in which they
buy their products, and then have their agents scattered all
thronghout the country to fix the price at which the consuming
public shall take the produet? Does the gentleman defend that
gystem?

Mr. BOOHER. No; and if that is the case, there ought to
be a law making it a erime to practice it, and the guilty party
should be punished.

Mr. McKELLAR. T agree with the gentleman heartily, and
I want to say this: That if.that is not the case, will the gentle-
man oppose a bill the effect of which is to investigate that very
proposition?

Mr. BOOHER. I have not said that I was opposed to the
genfleman’s bill. I have been trying to find out who the gentle-
man is going to have for the middleman, and when the gen-
tleman said he was a packer I thought we had got him, but I
never could think that the packer was the middleman. I do
not agree with the gentleman upon that.

Mr. McKELLAR. If you pass this bill for governmental in-
spection of foods that go into cold storage and governmental
regulation of foods while they are in cold storage, you are going
to put your finger on the place where the hurt comes.

Mr. BOOHER. I want to say to the gentleman that I will go
as far toward the regulation of cold storage, probably, as any
Member of the House, because I think it ought to be regulated.

Mr, McKELLAR. I thank the gentleman, and I appreciate
his help.

Mr. BOOHER. But I would like to locate the middleman, if
we can find him.

Mr. McKELLAR. That is what is proposed to be done under
the terms of this bill.

Mr. GOOD. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. McKELLAR, I will.

Mr, GOOD. Does the gentleman’s bill fix a time limit within
which the foodstuffs may be retained in cold storage?

Mr. McKELLAR. Not all foodstuffs. As I said, I think, be-
fore the gentleman came in, there are between 200 and 300 food-
stuffs that go into cold storage. Now, this regulates only the
leading foodstuffs, and fixes the time, of course,

Mr. GOOD. The reason I am inquiring is this: I received
a number of letters some time ago from some apple growers,
complaining in regard to the provisions of some bill—I am not
sure it is the gentleman's bill—claiming that if it were passed
it would allow a good deal of this fruit to go to waste, because
the stuff would be taken out of cold storage before it could be
used.

Mr. McKELLAR. This bill does not refer to fruits, for the
reason that my idea was that we had better fight for some
single line altogether, so that if this Congress would pass a
law regulating cold storage of the necessities of life it is not
going to pass a law regulating those things that are not neces-
sities of life; so that the purpose of the bill is to regulate, first,
at any rate, the necessities of life, and fruit is not considered
a necessity of life in this bill.

Mr. GOOD. Will the gentleman yield for another question?

Mr. McKELLAR. Certainly,

Mr. GOOD. As I understand, the bill only applies to those
articles that are placed in cold storage.

Mr. McKELLAR. It only applies to articles placed in eold
storage, and I will give the gentleman what they are if he would
like to hear them: Beef, and the period for which it is to be
held is seven months; veal, and products thereof, two months;
pork, four months; sheep or goats, four months; lambs or kids,
three months; poultry, game, three months; fish, two months;
and eggs, a variable arrangement required by necessity of the
case, from three to seven months. Those are the principal food-
stuffs, as the gentleman can see for himself. Now, I do not
think the American public ought to be required—and, by the way,

Dr. Pennington, a lady who is one of the best posted chemists on
cold-storage matters in this country (she is connected with the
Department of Agriculture), says that most of the poultry which
is used in this country is from 1 to 2 years old. Did yon ever see
the little dark pieces in the poultry that you eat that you buy at
an ordinary hotel and for which you pay 75 cents for half a
chicken? If you look at it you may find a dark place on it
That chicken probably was put in cold storage, and improperly
put in cold storage, about two years ago. The average time, so
far as we can tell, because, mind you, there is a dearth of
information about if, but, so far as we can tell, poultry is kept
in cold storage about 15 to 18 months before it is consumed in
this country and manifestly—and, by the way, I want to say
this to you, gentlemen, that the poultry we eat that is put in
cold storage is undrawn. Of course, gentlemen understand what
that means. The chicken is put in there with his feathers on
just like the chicken was when his neck was cut off, and very
frequently the blood is still in its veins, and we eat that kind
of chicken when we go to a first-class hotel and pay 75 cents for
a half a chicken that was killed about two years ago.

Now, gentlemen may say that is all right. I believe that
some men say that cold storage helps that condition. The next
time you eat a piece of chicken—because I want to bring this
home to you if I ean; I want to pass this bill, because I believe
it will do more for the relief of the American public and the
consumers of this country than any other bill that can be
passed—you look at the chicken you eat, and if you have good
nostrils smell it a little, and you will find evidence of its just
being dropped in by the hogshead. They have these big hogs-
heads about that high, and they drop them in, the undrawn
chickens, feathers and all, and they leave the heads on them——

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. GOOD. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that the
gentleman may proceed for 10 minutes.

The CHAIRMAN., The gentleman from Towa asks unanimous
consent that the gentleman may proceed for 10 minutes. Is
there objection? [After a pause.] The Chair hears none.

Mr. McKELLAR. I really feel I am imposing upon the com-
mittee, but let me finish this point and I will yield to both of
my friends over here who have indicated that they have gues-
tions. They leave the heads on the chickens for a purpose.
They are taken out of cold storage, the feathers are taken off,
or, rather the chickens are drawn and the feathers are taken
off—I do not know which first, but I presume it is feathers
first—and then they are not allowed to thaw in the air, as they
ought to be, which would make them very much better, accord-
ing to Dr. Pennington and Dr. Wiley, but they thaw them in
warm water. I do not know whether you gentlemen are going
to eat any more chickens or not after hearing this story. When
they thaw them they thaw them in warm water, so that it will
fill the skin out and make them look like freshly killed chickens,
but for fear they will not have that appearance they leave the
heads on them. For that reason they are not bled properly,
and in order to bleed a chicken properly the head ought to be
cut off properly. They leave the heads on them in order to
give them the appearance of a freshly killed chicken, and the
housewife—your wife—goes to the market in the morning and
she asks for a fresh chicken and finds this kind of a cold-
storage chicken, one with the head on, and they say that is a
fresh chicken when it may have been in cold storage from two
and a half to three years, and I understand they can keep them
in cold storage sometimes for four years.

Now, I want to yield to my friends over here. I beg your
pardon for not having yielded before.

Mr. GOOD. Obviously there should be some Government
regulation to prevent food of this kind being kept in cold-
storage beyond the period when it is suitable for food. What
I want to ask the gentleman is this: I understand that on bacon,
ham, salted meats, lard, and things of that kind that are not
kept in cold storage, the price has been going up more rapidly,
or as rapidly, as the price of fresh meat, and I wondered, if
cold storage is accountable for the rise in the price of fresh
meats, then how will you regulate the price in regard to cured
meats?

Mr. McKELLAR. If anybody has told the gentleman that
hams and lard, and every other article that he has mentioned,
do not go into cold storage, they have misinformed him. They
all go into cold storage.

Mr. GOOD. The gentleman is mistaken.
hams myself.

Mr. McEELLAR. Personally, yes; and you have Kkilled
chickens, too, and they did not go into cold storage. But the
gentleman is not a packer.

Mr. GOOD. The gentleman knows that there is hardly a
farmer in this country but that kills his hogs in the fall, salts

I have cured
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down his pork, and in the spring he will smoke the ham in
such a way that it is cured so that it will keep as the best kind
of food for a number of months without going into cold storage.

Mr. McKELLAR. I will say to the gentleman that I have
been a farmer myself, and have killed hogs and cured hams,
and likewise killed chickens by wringing their necks and let-
ting them bleed, and I know all about it. But we are not
talking of that kind of products. What we are talking about,
and what this bill is made to regulate, is the 99% per cent of
hams and sausages and beef and fresh meat of every kind, and
fish, eggs, and poultry, that come in from the farm, but through
the packing houses.

Mr, SLOAN. I would like to ask the gentleman from Ten-
nessee. whether the primary purpose of his bill is fo protect the
public as to obtaining pure foods, or is it to control the price
of the produect?

Mr, McKELLAR. Both, of course, but in a modified sense
as to price fixing. It is absolutely its purpose to bring about
purity of foodstuffs and it will be one of the best pure-food
laws that was ever passed in this country, I believe, and the
only one that will be effective. And I will say to him about
the price, that it does not control the price, but it will have a
mighty effect upon reducing the price that is now asked by
these monopolies.

Mr. SLOAN. Then your professed purpose is the matter of
health?

Mr. McKELLAR. Well, it affects the public in two ways:
First, in the matter of health. I say health, but some people
eat rotten meats and are healthy, but it is certainly not a
tasty thing to do. And this will be for their comfort and health.

Mr. SLOAN. Now, then, following that, you heard the dis-
cussion of Dr. Pennington before the Agricultural Committee?

Mr. McKELLAR, I not only heard it, but I talked with her
and know what she thinks, and I believe that she is one of the
most accomplished experts in this country.

Mr. SLOAN. Let me ask this: Is it not true that in the
discussion of those matters she stated in substance that if these
products, beef, poultry, and eggs, were properly prepared and
properly placed in cold storage, the average period in which
they would be good and pure would be at least twice the period
that you have here in your schedule?

Mr. McKELLAR. No. I do not think she fixed any period.
She held that eggs could be kept for a period of six months.
Dr. Harvey Wiley says that if they are properly stored eggs
can be kept three months, and if the farmer comes in and buys
them from the cold storage within the period of three months
and takes them out and sends them back as fresh eggs, nobody
can tell the difference. But after three months the difference
can be told.

Mr. SELDOMRIDGE. I would like to ask my friend if the
pure-food laws of the Distriet of Columbia will permit a dealer
to keep for sale poultry that has been in cold storage 18 months,
with head and feathers on, and in an undrawn condition?

Mr. McKELLAR. The gentleman has asked me a question
that I ean not answer with certainty, but I do not think the
pure-food law applies to that particular phase here. I would
be glad to have the gentleman enlighten us.

Mr. SELDOMRIDGE. I have not investigated this subject
to the same degree that the gentleman has, but if is my impres-
sion that food supplies of the cities in the eountry are examined
and supervised by inspectors, and nothing is offered for sale
that does not come up to a certain standard.

Mr. McKELLAR. I will say that in theory the gentleman
may be correct about the loeal inspection, but if he will go
around with a local inspector and examine the local places he
will find the point ig not carefully guarded.

Mr. BOOHER. Will the gentleman state again the maxi-
mum length of fime eggs can be kept according to his bill?

Mr. McKELLAR. To mect a particular season and a particn-
lar difficulty, the wording of my bill is this, which I think will
meet the approval of the gentleman from Missouri: ;

Eggs held in cold storage not less than three months or more than
seven months may not be classed as adulterated if they are, upon in-
spection, at the end of the three-months ?eriod sound and wholesome
and are stamped or labeled as follows: * Second period cold-storage
eggs,” such stamp or label to be on each container from which sald
are sold, and shall be In plain view of the purchaser, or, on de
produced for inspection by the purchaser,

I will say to the gentleman in explanation of that, that eggs
are different from beef. We have a period of superabundance
and a period of scarcity. The period of great abundance is in
the monthg of April, May, and June, as the gentleman knows.
In February, March, July, August, September, and part of Oc-
tober the consumption about offsets the production, but in the
months of April, May, and June the production largely exceeds
the consumption. Now, the purpose of the bill is to allow these

eggs to be carried over from the period of excess to the period
of scarcity—in November, December, and part of January.

But, in doing it, it is the purpose of the bill to let the con-
suming publie in the period of searcity know exactly what they
are buying, and not permit the dealer or middleman to palm off
cold-storage products for fresh products.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Tennessee
has expired.

Mr. BOOHER. Mr. Chairman, I want the gentleman to have
two minutes more.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Missouri [Mr. Boo-
HER] asks unanimous consent that the gentleman from Tennes-
see may have two minutes more. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr, BOOHER. I want to ask just a short question.

Mr. McKELLAR, T thank the gentleman.

Mr. BOOHER. The experts all agree, I believe, that an ezg
ean be kept with perfect safety for three months?

Mr. McKELLAR. Dr. Wiley says so, and Dr. Pennington
gays 8o, and a number of other experts agree. I think they are
right, provided the egg is perfeet when put into cold storage.

Mr. BOOHER. Yes. Do you not think it wrong in your bhill
to take the chances of keeping the egz seven months?

Mr. McKELLAR. Well, these same experts now say that for
many purposes eggs beld the additional four months ean be
used.

Mr, BOOHER. Then I think the gentleman’s bill shonld set
out specifically the purpose for which that stale egg could be
used.

Mr. McKELLAR. It is a proper article of food within that
period ; that is, if properly kept. But the bill provides, as the
gentleman will notice from the reading of it, that the consumer
shall know exactly what he is getting, and the seller is obliged
to tell him.

Mr. BOOHER. He knows he is getting the second period of
storage eggs, and he does not know whether il is a good ezg or
a bad eggz until he buys it and breaks it.

Mr. McKELLAR. .That is so.

Mr. BOOHER. Why let the consumer take the chances on it?
I think it ought not to remain in cold storag: longer than it is
wholesome. .

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I thank you
for your kind attention, and I want to ask the Members of the
House to- join me in pressing this bill. It is now before the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, and becanse of
the administration antitrust bills I mentioned a while ago it
has been delayed. I hope the Members of the House who are
interested In this question—and we all ought to be interested in
it—will aid me in pressing it before the committee and before
the House, so that the American people can be benefited by the
enactment of its provisions. I thank you, gentlemen. [Ap-
plause.] :

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Chairman, T would like to inquire of
the gentleman having the bill in charge whether we can not
come to an understanding as fo the disposal of time. It is a
very oppressive day, and there are several gentlemen who are
desirous of discussing this bill, but owing to the oppressive
heat they have been obliged to leave the Chamber.

Mr. BARNHART. Mr. Chairman, I would like to inguire of
the gentleman from Wisconsin how much time has been spoken
for. The gentleman from New York [Mr. Frrzcerarp] has
asked me for an hour, and my colleague on the committee, Mr.
Kiess of Pennsylvania, has asked for 15 minutes. How much
does the gentleman from Wisconsin desire?

Mr. STAFFORD. I think I could readily conclude in half
an hour or three-quarters of an hour. i

Mr, BARNHART. I think it would be well to reserve 15
minutes for the committee. If the gentleman will agree to close
debate in 2 hours when we meet next Wednesday, I would
be willing. Can we do that?

Mr. STAFFORD. We can not do that in committee.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman present a request for
unanimous consent?

Mr. BARNHART. Yes. I ask unanimous consent, Mr. Chair-
man, that the general debate close at the end of two hours
after we resume the consideration of the bill on next Wednes-
day.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Indiana asks unani-
mous consent that when this bill is taken up on next Calendar
Wednesday general debate may be closed in two hours there-
aft

er.
Mr. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, I rise to a parliamentary

question. Can we fix the time for debate in the Committee.

of the Whole?
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The CHAIRMAN. Yes; by unanimous consent.
ohjection?

There was no objection.

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr, Chairman, I yield to the gentleman
from South Dakota [Mr. BURKE].

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. Mr. Chairman, a few days
ago the House passed Senate bill 4628, being an act extending
the period of payment under reclamation projects, which bill
was signed by the President and became a law on the 13th
instant. During the consideration of the measure in the House
a very determined effort was made to amend the first section
so as to require the payment of interest on the cdeferred pay-
ments, the claim being made that to not require payment of
interest was unfair and unjust, because it favored a class, and
that so long as farmers under reclamation projects were not
required to pay interest it could not be justified withholding
money of the Government for loaning to farmers generally in
the country. I observed that those who insisted upon the
amendment providing for the payment of interest and those
who supported them came largely from the Eastern and Middle
States, and for their benefit I want to bring to the attention
of the House the fact that the States represented by these Mem-
bers received from the Treasury of “he United States nearly
£30,000,000, and that same was paid to them during the years
1836, 1837, and 1838, and that no part of the amount has ever
been repaid into the Treasury, and no interest has been paid
thereon. I would suggest to these gentlemen that it might be
desirable to introduce a measure requiring the States having a
portion of the fund to return it to the Treasury, which would
be especially desirable just at this time, when our revenues are
depleted and when we are seeking to provide the necessary
funds to maintain the Government. These gentlemen seem to
overlook the distinction between the proceeds received from the
sale of public lands and revenue derived from taxation and
other sources upon which we depend for the money necessary
to meet the general expenses of the Government. The theory
of the reclamation act is that it is not only within the power of
Congress, but is in the interest of the development of the
country as a whole, to treat the moneys received from the sale
of public lands as a trust fund and o expend the same in de-
veloping and reclaiming the arid lands of the West, thereby
making available homes for the homeless and adding to the
wealth and general welfare of the Nation. This was the theory
unpon which the beneficent homestead law was enacted many
years ago. P

I imagine if the gentlemen who so earnestly insisted upon
interest being charged in connection with deferred payments
in reclamation projects had been Members of Congress when
the homested act was considered they would have taken
the position that was taken by some Members at that time—
that it was unconstitutional to dispose of the public domain by
giving it away; that if it was not unconstitutional it was un-
equal and unjust, because it was confined to one class of our
people; or that it would injure the East by encouraging emi-
gration to the West; and that, furthermore, to give away the
land would deprive the old States of their just proportion of
the proceeds that might be derived if the lands were to be sold
for what might be gotten for them. They would not appreci-
ate that there was any advantage to the Eastern States by
the development of the West, because they seem to assume that
the benefits of the reclamation law are limited to the imme-
diate localities where the projects are located. Where would
the city of Chicago be to-day if it had not been for the home-
stead act? Our very distinguished friends upon this floor from
that great city, who advocated the interest proposition in con-
nection with the reclamation act, do not seem to realize that
their city has been built up by the development of the West,
and its prosperity and future growth depends upon the further
development and prosperity of that great region.

In 1860 Congress passed the first bill proposing to provide
homesteads on the public domain, and on June 22 of that
yvear President Buchanan vetoed the measure; and for the bene-
fit of our reactionary friends who are unable to see any benefit
to the whole country from the reclamation act, and to show
to the House that they represent to some extent the position
taken by President Buchanan when he vetoed the homestead
bill, I want to quote from his message the following:

It would require clear and strong evidence to induce the bellef that
the framers of the Constitution, after having limited the powers of
Congress to certain precise and specific objects, intended by employing
the words *“ dispose of " to glve that body unlimited ?ower over the
vast publie domain. It would be n strange anomaly Indeed to have
created two funds—the one by taxation, confined to the execution of
the enumerated powers delegated to Congress, and the other from the
publie lands, applicable to all subjects, foreign and domestie, which
Congress might designate; that this fund should be * disposed of,” not
to pay the debts of the United States, nor * to raise and support
armies,” oor * to provide and maintain a navy,” nor to aecomplish any

Is there

one of the other great objects enumerated in the Constitution, but be
diverted from them to Pay the debts of the States, to edueate their
people, and to carry Into effect any other measure of their domestic
policy. This would to confer upon Confrress a vast and irresponsible
authority utterly at war with the well-known jealousy of Federal
power which prevalled at the formation of the Constitution. The
natural intendment would be that as the Constitution confined Congress
to well-defined specific powers, the funds placed at their command,
whetller In land or money, should be appropriated to the performance
of the dutles correspondln% with these powers. If not, a Government
has been ereated with all its other powers carefully limited, but with-
out any limitation in respect to the public lands.

* ® * That it never was intended by the framers of the Constitu-
tion that these lands should be given away by Congress Is manifest
from the concluding portion of the same clause. Dy it Congress has
power mo: only * ispose of " the territory, but of the * other prop-
erty of the United States.”

In addition to his constitutional objections to the measure,
among other reasons for his veto, he said:

It will prove unequal and unjust in its operation, because from its
nature it ig confined to one class of our peop&?

He further said, commenting upon the giving away of the

public lands, and I want to particularly bring this to the af-
tention of those who are opposed to the reclamation act or to
other measures that encourage the development of the West and
the settlement of the nnused and unoccupied public lands, be-
cause this expression represents apparently the sentiment of
these gentlemen:

But to give this common Inheritance away would deprive the old
States of thelr just proportion of this revenue without holding out
the least corresponding advantage. Whilst it is our common glory
that the new States have become so prosperous and populous, there
is no good reason why the old States should offer premiums to their
own citizens to emigrate from them to the West. That land of promise
presents in itself sufficient allurements to our young and enterprising
citizens without any adventitious aid, The offer of free farms would
;r)rohahly have a powerful effect in encouraging emigration, especially
rom States like Illinols, Tennessee, and Kentucky, to the west of the
Mississippi, and could not fail to reduce the price of property within
their limits.

I will not spend any time discussing the wisdom of the
original reclamation act and the benefits that have resulted and
will continue to result therefrom. The subject was very fully
discussed during the consideration of the Senate bill extending
the period of payments. I think it has been established that
the original legislation was wise and its enactment has been
beneficial. Possibly some of the details of the act might have
been put in a form that would have better safeguarded the ex-
penditure of the fund, but that is something that can easily be
corrected. It is no argument, because some of the provisions
of the act may be criticized, that the act itself should be con-
demned.

The matter of granting long time to the settlers who may
undertake to acquire title to lands in reclamation projects is
in no sence class legislation, it being merely to encourage the
settlement and development of lands that otherwise might
never be productive, and any person anywhere in the whole
United States may avail himself, if he desires, of the advan-
tages or benefits of the law, and therefore it can not be suc-
cessfully asserted that it is legislation confined to a certain
class and beneficial only to a locality.

The more producers there are in the West the better it is
for the consumer of the East, first, because it will cheapen
the cost of living and also provide additional markets for the
manufactured products of the East.

It has always been the policy of our Government to encourage
development, and millions of acres of valuable public lands
were given as subsidies to railroads. Perhaps it would have
been better if there had been more conservatism in this regard,
but everyone recognizes that had it not been for this policy
the present development of the West would not have obtained
in this and possibly not in the next generation. We have
in this Congress provided an appropriation for the construetion
of a railroad in far-off Alaska. The gentlemen who were op-
posed to the reclamation-extension act because it did not pro-
vide for the payment of interest on deferred payments, on the
theory that it was class legislation, favored the appropriation
for the Alaskan railroad, and yet it would seem that that is
an expenditure of public funds more distinetively class in its
character than the reclamation act.

I am in favor of any legislation or appropriation of public
funds, within reasonable bounds, that will promote and en-
courage development and industry throughout the Nation, and
I will go to the extreme in making it possible to further aid
the people to make it easier for them to live and prosper, and
I am not so narrow that I oppose measures simply because
I may not see any direct benefit to my immediate. constituency.

I do not wish to discredit Members of the House becaunse of
their opposition to any legislation, and I do not wish to be
understood as questioning the good faith or the patriotism
of those who opposed the passage of the reclamation-extension
act by insisting that there should be no extension without” the

; Pt
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payment of interest, because I think they acted conscientiously,
and because they believed that in justice to all the people they
ought to take that position.

In order that there may be no doubt about the statement
that I have made with relation to the money held by the sev-
eral States that was distributed from the Treasury many years
ago, I wish to have read the following letter, with the list of
States to which the fund was distributed, showing the amount
each State received.

The letter and list is as follows:

TREASURY DEPARTMENT,
OFFICE OF ASSISTANT SECRETARY,
Washington, July 29, 191}.
Hon. CrarLes H. BURKE,
House of Representatives.

My Dear CoxGRESSMAN : By direction of the Secretary and in reply
to your communication of the 23d instant, relative to the distribution
of the Treasury surplus to the several States under the act of 1836,
I have to Inform you that it is understood that your Inquiry relates
to the deposits by the Federal Government with the States which were
directed to be made by the thirteenth section of the act approved June
23, 1836 (5 U. 8. Stat., 55), entitled “An act to regulate the deposits
of the public money,” and provided *“ that the money which shall be
in the Treasury of the United States on the 1st day of January, 1837,
reserving the sum of $5,000,000, shall be deposi with such of the
several States in proportion to their respective representation in the
Senate and House of Re{:resentatim of the United States, as shall,
by law, authorize their treasurers or other competent authorities to
receive the same on the terms hereinafter ifled.” . The terms were
that the States receiving deposits r-ould, through their treasurers or
other competent authorities, si certificates of deposits therefor In
such form as might be prescrl by the Secretary of the Treasury,
which would express the usual and legal obligations and pledge the
faith of the State for the safe-keeping and repayment thereof, and
should * pledge the faith of the States receiving the same to pay the
sald moneys and every part thereof from time to time whenever the
same shall be required by the Secreturf of the Treasury for the pur-
pose of defraying any wants of the Public Treasury beyond the amount
of the five millions aforesaid.”

Under this legislation three installments were placed with the several
States. Before the time for the making of the deposit of the fourth
installment the condition of the Treasury was such that the Secretary
withheld the fourth installment. TUpon the meeting of Congress in
September, 1837, the subject received immediate consideration, and on
October 2, 1837, there was passed and approved “An act to postpone
the fourth installment of deposits with the States.” (5 U. 8, Btat., p.
201.) This act contained the following proviso:

“Provided, That the three first installments under the said act shall
remain on deposit with the States until otherwise directed by Congress,"”

Congress has never directed the return of the deposits, and the mat-
ter stands at this date as it was left by the act of October 2, 1837, no
part of the moneys deposited with any of the States ever having been
returned to the Treasury.

As authorized by the act of Jume 25, 1910 (36 Stat, 776), the
nccounting officers credited the general account of the surer of
the United States and charged the several States with the sums depos-
Ited under the act of June 23, 1836, as directed by the provision of the
act of June 25, 1910, as follows:

“Provided, That the credit herein authorized to be given to the
Treasurer of the United States shall in no wise affect or discharge the
indebtedness of the several States to the United States as is provided
in said act of Congress approved June 23, 1836, and shall be made in
such manner as to debit the respective States chargeable therewith
Epon the books of the Treasury Department until otherwise directed by
‘ongress.”

A list of the States which received deposits and the amount received
by each of the total deposits of $28,101,644.91 is inclosed heérewith.

Respectfully,

Wat. P. MaLBURx, dssistant Seeretary,
MainhL Il s o $955, 838. 25
New Hampshire 669, 086, 79
Vermont —_._ e 9, 086, 79
Massachusetts 1, 338, 173. 58
Connecticut___ SR T64. 670, 60
Rhode Island 882, 135. 30
New York. - 4,014, 520. 71
Pennsylvania ____ 2,867, 514. 78
New Jersey L4400 64, 670. 60
hio ——— 2,007, 34
Indiana A = & 860, 254. 44
THinolg e i Loy ) 477,910, 14
Michigan —_—______ mde e s T 286, 751, 49
Delaware ___ L 286, 751, 49
Maryland o 0455, 25
Virginia e 2,198, 427. 09
North Carolina 1, 433, 757. 39
South Carolina_ e 1, 051, 422, 0D
Gegrgin- ot - et e s 1, 051, 422, 09
Alabamw . e - G0, 086, 79
Loulslans __ 77,9010 14
Mississippi - 382, 335. 30
Teancssee ___. i 1, 433, 757. 89
Kentucky i 1, 433, 767. 29
Missouri 382, 335. 30
Arkansgs 23 286, 751. 49
Total - i 28, 101, 644. 91
Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance of

my time to allow the gentleman from Indiana to move that the
committee rise,

Mr. BARNHART. Mr. Chairman, I move that the committee
do now rise. :

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the committee rose; and the Speaker having re-
sumed the chair, Mr. Page of North Carolina, Chairman of the
Comniittee of the Whole Hcuse on the state of the Union, re-

ported that that committee had had under consideration the
bill (H. R. 15002) to amend, revise, and codify the laws relat-
ing to the public printing and binding and the distribution of
Government publications and had come to no resolution thereon.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS,

Mr. DONOHOE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my remarks in the Recorp on the subject of the ship-
registry bill.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
Doxonoe] asks unanimous consent to extend his remarks on
the shipping bill. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. BUCHANAN of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent to extend my remarks in the Recorp on the subject of
the immigration law.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Illinois [Mr. Bu-
CHANAXN] asks unanimous consent to extend his remarks in the
Recoep on the subject of immigration. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. CONNELLY of Kansas. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent to take from the Speaker’'s table the bill H. . 11451,
and agree to the Senate amendments.

The SPEAKER. When did that bill come over?

Mr. CONNELLY of Kansas. It came over yesterday.

Mr. STAFFORD. Reserving the right to object, I suggest to
the gentleman that he can bring up his proposition in the

morning.

Mr. CONNELLY of Kansas. Mr, Speaker, I withdraw the
request.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman can call it up in the morning.

ADJOURNMENT.
Mr. BARNHART. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House do
now adjourn.
The motion was agreed to; accordingly (at 4 o’clock and 33
minutes p. m.) the House adjourned until Thursday, August 20,
1914, at 12 o'clock noon. 3

PUBLIC BILLS, RESOLUTIONS, AND MEMORIALS.

Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, bills, resolutions, and memo-
rials were introduced and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. MOSS of Indiana: A bill (H. R. 18440) to anthorize
the Secretary of Agricnlture to license grain warehouses, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. HOBSON: A bill (H. R. 18441) to encourage the de-
velopment of the American merchant marine and fo promote
commerce and the national defense; fo-the Committee on the
Merchant Marine and Fisheries.

By Mr. ALEXANDER : A bill (H. R. 18442) to authorize the
establishment of a bureau of war-risk insurance in the Treasury
Department; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce.

By Mr. KELLY of Pennsylvania: Joint resolution (H. J. Res.
324) proposing an amendment to the Constitution of the United
States; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. RUPLEY ; Resolution (H. Res. 5396) authorizing the
Becretary of Commerce to investigate the present high cost of
food; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. ADAMSON : Memorial of the Legislature of the State
of Georgia, urging Congress to devise ways and means by which
the cotton erop may be marketed economically and safely; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS.

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions
of the following titles were introduced and severally referred
as follows:

By Mr. ALLEN: A bill (H. R. 18443) granting an increase of
pienslnn to Lena Hirtzlin; to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions.

By Mr. BAILEY : A bill (H. R. 18444) granting a pension to
John W. Koch; to the Commitiee on Invalid Pensions,

By Mr. BATHRICK : A bill (H. R. 18445) granting a pension
to Mary Foote; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. GALLAGHER : A bill (H. R. 18446) for the relief of
John M, Dimmick; to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. GORMAN: A bill (H. R. 18447) granting a pension
to Stephen O'Connor; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 18448) granting an increase of pension to
Preston M. Guild; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H, R. 18449) granting an increase of pension to
W. W. Jackson; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

. By Mr. KENNEDY of Connecticut: A 'bill (H. R. 18450)
to William F. Gorman; to the Committee on

granting a pension
Pensions, .
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By Mr. LLOYD: A bill (H. R. 18451) granting an increase
of pension to Susanna Rankin; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

By Mr. RUPLEY: A bill (H. R. 18452) granting a pension to
George J. Beam; fo the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 18453) granting an increase of pension to
Abraham Mowery; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 18454) granting an increase of pension to
Sarah Quest; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 18455) granting an increase of pension to
Maggie L. Shoares; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. WINGO: A bill (H. R. 18456) for the relief of the
legal representatives of George Tubb, sr.; to the Committee on
Claims,

PETITIONS, BETC.

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, petitions and papers were laid
on the Clerk's desk and referred as follows:

By Mr. BATHRICK: Petition of 90 people of Colebrook,
Ohio, favoring national prohibition; to the Committee on Rules.

Also, petitions of sundry citizens of Trumbull County, Ohio,
favoring the passage of House bill 5308, relative to taxing
mail-order houses; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. BRUCKNER : Petition of the Federation of Federal
Civil Service Employees of San Francisco, Cal., favoring House
bill 11522, to increase pay of civil-service employees; to the
Committee on Reform in the Civil Service.

Also, petition of Symons Kraussman, of New York City, pro-
testing against increasing tax on cigars; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

Also, petition of various members of the American Optieal
Association, favoring the Stevens bill (H. R. 13303); to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

Also, petition of the Central Federated Union of Greater
New York and vicinity, favoring the passage of the seamen's
bill; to the Committee on the Merchant Marine and Fisheries.

Also, petition of the Central Federated Union of New York
City, favoring passage of House bill 10735, for bureau of labor
safety; to the Committee on Labor.

Also, petition of the Texas Co., protesting against certain
features of bill for American registry of foreign-built ships; to
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

Also, petition of the D. R. K. Staatsverbund, of New York
City, protesting against national prohibition; to the Committee
on Rules.

Also, petition of the National Association of Letter Carriers,
protesting against amendment to House bill 17042, relative to
requiring bond of assistant postmaster and other employees; to
the Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads.

By Mr. DALE: Petition of the Chamber of Commerce of the
State of New York, relative to problems of shipments during
the European war; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce,

By Mr. DRURKKER: Petitions of sundry citizens of New Jer-
sey regarding * absolute neutrality ”; to the Committee on For-
eign Affairs.

By Mr. GALLIVAN: Memorial of the Ward 24 Democratic
Club, of Boston, and the American Association of Masters,
Mates, and Pilots, protesting against certain features of hill
for American registry of foreign-built ships; to the Committee
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. GOULDEN: Petitions of sundry citizens of New
York regarding “ absolute nentrality”; to the Committee on
Foreign Affairs. -

By Mr. HULINGS: Petitions signed by 12 officers of the
Woman's Home Missionary Society of the Methodist Episcopal
Church of Greenville, Pa., remonstrating against the passage of
Senate bill 5687 or House bill 16904, to bring railroad tracks
opposite Sibley Hospital, Washington, D. C.; to the Committee
on the Distriet of Columbia.

By Mr. MERRITT : Petition of Hiram C. Stimpson, William
Bates, George H. Adkins, W. H. Shattuck, Arthur C. Beers,
(. B. Loomis, Robert 8. Hack, C. F. Warner, C. F. Thompson,
William Bates, jr., F. E, Aubrey, P. E, Torrance, Charles W.
Calking, William Lamberton, J. . Belden, Will Phillips, Gordon
Myott, R. Harold Green, E. G. Wilson, O. P. Mason, O. C. Wil-
son, L. M. Adkins, O. C. Badgen, James A. Bartholgmew, W. E.
Bradford, 8. F. Valentine, Alf Reed, R. C. Landon, Ernest C.
Beers, William C. Thomas, Pell Lester, George H. Gibbard, Roy
L. Lidgerwood, A. P. Richardson, William Potter, Armin K.
Bolles, Le Roy Fleming, O. 8. Benjamin, John Hennessy, Wil-
liam H. Cook, A. P. Bartholomew, R. E. Woodhull, C. R. Belt,
William Mason, P. C. Bradford, John I. Carr, F, G. Thomas,
Albert Hayford, William Hurlburt, F. E. Johnson, Alf Moore,
Allen IIall, ie Wright, Ralph N. Moore, John A. Moore,

John 8. Hall, Herbert Hall, J. A, Phillips, John W. H. Moore,
Frank D. Rafferty, W. A. Petty,"A. J. Petty, 0. H. Johnson,
J. E. Smith, Frank Cooper, James Rafferty, jr., R. J. Smith,
George W. Johnson, H. A. Taylor, C. G. Burt, Walter W. John-
son, N. Gibbard, Howard Grimes, Harney Hogle, A. W. Roberts,
H. J. Bell, C. A. Morhous, George Stevenson, R. V. Smith, Har-
old Hunter, Albert Hall, J. H. Oswander, A. J. Hentley, James
Williams, H. N. Floyd, Milton C. Grinnell, R. C. Beers, Frank
E. Grimes, F. H. Grimes, 8. B. Moore, M. A. Dolbeck, J. 8.
Whittley, J. G. Hutchinson, John Gilbert, James P, Meehan,
William A. Gale, Elmer R, West, M. J. Wilcox, C. E. Beers,
Amos Y. French, B. J. Spearman, Westill J, Carr, C. H.
Lazarus, O, G. Richardson, and Daniel Webster, all of Ticon-
deroga, N, Y., favoring national prohibition; to the Committee
on Rules,

By Mr. PROUTY : Petition by citizens of New Virginia and
8t. Charles, Towa, asking for an adjustment of the polar con-
tention; to the Committee on Naval Affairs.

By Mr. SAUNDERS: Petitions of sundry citizens of the.

State of Virginia, relative to the rural credit bill; to the Com-
mittee on Banking and Currency.

By Mr. SMITH of Idaho: Papers to accompany House bill
18277, to increase the pension of Lydia A. Lint; to the Comw
mitfee on Invalid Pensions. X

By Mr. UNDERHILL: Petition of sundry citizens of Corning,
N. Y., favoring national prohibition; to the Committee on Rules.

By Mr. WALLIN: Petition of the Woman’s Home Missionary

. Society of Anderson, Ind., protesting against passage of House

bill 16904, anthorizing the laying of railroad tracks in square
673 in the District of Columbia; to the Committee on the Dis-
trict of Columbia. :

SENATE.

TaurspAY, August 20, 191}.
(Legislative day of Wednesday, Augusi 19, 191}.)

The Senate reassembled at 11 o’clock a. m. on the expiration
of the recess.

PROPOSED ANTITRUST LEGISLATION.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senate resumes the considera-
tion of the unfinished business.

The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the con-
sideration of the bill (H. R. 15657) to supplement existing laws
against unlawful resiraints and monopolies, and for other pur-
poses.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will state the pend-
ing amendment of the Committee on the Judiciary.

The SEcreTArRY. In section 7, page 7, line 16, after the word
“from,” insert the word “lawfully,” so as to read:

That nothing contained in the antitrust laws shall be construed to
forbid the existence and operation of labor, agricultural, or horticul-
tural organizations, Instituted for the purposes of mutual help, and not
R A e A R
the legitimate objects thereof, S =5

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, I dislike very much to call for o
quornm this morning, but I am quite sure the Senator from
Texas [Mr. CviBersox] having the bill in charge would not
like to have the question passed on now, because it would come
up again. For that reason, and that only, I suggest the absence
of a quorum,

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will call the roll.

The Secretary called the roll, and the following Senators an-
swered to their names:

Ashurst Dillingham Nelson Smoot
Bankhead Gallinger Norris Stone
Brady Gronna Overman Swanson
Bryan Jones Owen Thompson
Burton Kenyon Perkins Thornton
Chamberlain Eern Pittman Tillman
Chilton Lane Poindexter Vardaman
Clapg Lea, Tenn, Ransdell Walsh
Clark, Wyo. McCumber Reed Weeks

larke, Ark, Martin, Va. Shafroth White
Culberson Martine, N. J. Sheppard Williams
Cummins Myers Slmmons

Mr. DILLINGHAM, I desire to announce that my colleagzue
[Mr. Page] is absent from the city on account of illness in his
fami

Mr. THORNTON. I was requested to announce the necessary
absence of the junior Senator from New York [Mr. O'GormaN].

Mr. JONES. The junior Senator from Michigan [Mr. Towx-
sEND] is necessarily absent. He is paired with the junior Sena-
tor from Arkansas [Mr. RopixsoN]. I will let this announce:
ment stand for the day.

I wish also to announce that the senlor Senator from Wis-
consin [Mr. La Forrerre] is absent on account of illness.

Avaust 20,
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